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COORDINATION OF WILDLIFE, FISH, AND GAME CON- 
SERVATION AND REHABILITATION IN MILITARY 
RESERVATIONS 


THURSDAY, MAY 19, 1960 


U.S. Senate, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND ForEIGN COMMERCE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room 457, 
Old Senate Office Building, Hon. Clair Engle presiding. 

Senator Enetr. The subcommittee will be in order. 

We are meeting to consider H.R. 2565. The Subcommittee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries will hear witnesses desiring to tes- 
tify on H.R. 2565, an act to promote effectual planning, development, 
maintenance, and coordination of wildlife, fish, and game conserva- 
tion and rehabilitation in military reservations. 

The bill was reported by the House of Representatives Committee 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries and was passed on the Consent 
Calendar. 

Senator Magnuson, chairman of the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, communicated with the appropriate Government 
agency in every State and asked for their opinion on the need for 
and the desirability of H.R. 2565. Twenty-two States supported the 
bill and urged that it be reported by the committee. Those States are: 
Alabama, Alaska, California, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, 
Florida, Idaho, Titinois, Louisiana, Maryland, Minnesota, Missis- 
sippi, Missouri, New Jersey, New Mexico, North Carolina, North 
Dakota, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Texas, and Utah. 

No answer to the chairman’s inquiry was received from 22 States. 

The remaining six States answered as follows: 

Michigan stated that the purpose of the bill was admirable, but 
that they questioned the granting of authority to the military to sell 
special permits. 

Montana did not believe that the legislation was too important 
to Montana and that the issuance of licenses should be through State 
agencies only. 

New York opposes H.R. 2565 and offers a substitute bill which 
provides the mechanism for securing funds to be used on military 
installations, but would do so without invading the area of State 
licensing authority. 

Ohio opposes the bill. They do not approve of a Federal agency 
issuing hunting and fishing licenses. This, they fear, might establish 
a precedent which would endanger the inherent rights of the States. 

Notg.—Professional staff member assigned to this hearing, Harry C. Huse. 
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Oregon is satisfied with the Engle bill passed in the 85th Congress, 
They object to an additional license. The issuance of game licenses 
is a prerogative of the State. 

Tennessee believes that the bill is good—but they are of the opinion 
that a policy, if enacted into law, should apply to all federally owned 
lands. 

I now place in the record these 27 communications. 

(The bill and communications follow :) 


(H.R. 2565, 86th Cong., 2d sess. } 


AN ACT To promote effectual planning, development, maintenance, and coordination of 
wildlife, fish, and game conservation and rehabilitation in military reservations 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of Defense is hereby au- 
thorized to carry out a program of planning, development, maintenance and 
coordination of wildlife, fish and game conservation and rehabilitation in mili- 
tary reservations in accordance with a cooperative plan mutually agreed upon 
by the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of Interior and the appropriate State 
agency designated by the State in which the reservation is located. Such co- 
operative plan may stipulate the issuance of special State hunting and fishing 
permits to individuals and require this payment of a nominal fee therefor, 
which fees shall be utilized for the protection, conservation and management 
of fish and wildlife, including habitat improvement and related activities in 
accordance with the cooperative plan: Provided, That the Commanding Officer 
of the reservation or persons designated by him are authorized to enforce such 
special hunting and fishing permits and to collect the fees therefor, acting as 
agent or agents for the State if the cooperative plan so provides. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of Defense in cooperation with the Secretary of Interior 
and the appropriate State agency is authorized to carry out a program for the 
conservation, restoration and management of migratory game birds on mili- 
tary reservations, including the issuance of special hunting permits and the col- 
lection of fees therefor, in accordance with a cooperative plan mutually agreed 
upon by the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of the Interior and the appro- 
priate State agency : Provided, That possession of a special permit for hunting mi- 
gratory game birds issued pursuant to this Act shall not relieve the permittee of 
the requirements of the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act as amended nor of 
the requirements pertaining to State law set forth in Public Law 85-337. 

Sec. 3. The Secretary of Defense is directed to expend such funds as may be 
collected or transferred in accordance with the cooperative plans agreed to 
pursuant to this Act, such expenditures to be made in furtherance of the pur- 
poses of this Act and for no other purpose. 

Sec. 4. The Department of Defense is held free from any liability to pay into 
the Treasury of the United States upon the operation of the program or pro- 
grams authorized by this Act any funds which may have been or may hereafter 
be collected, received or expended pursuant to, and for the purposes of, this Act, 
and which collections, receipts and expenditures have been properly accounted for 
to the Comptroller General of the United States. 

Sec. 5. Nothing herein contained shall be construed to modify, amend or re- 
peal any provision of Public Law 85-337. 

Passed the House of Representatives March 21, 1960. 

Attest : RauPH R. Roserts, Clerk. 


STATE OF ALABAMA, 
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION, 
Montgomery, Ala., April 29, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Senator Maenuson: I appreciate your sending me the copy of H.R. 2565 
which pertains to the management, protection, and development of the fish and 
wildlife resources on military reservations. 

The Department of Conservation, State of Alabama, agrees with the principles 
contained in H.R. 2565 but at this time I am unable to ascertain from reading 
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SS, the bill which agencies will be allowed to issue hunting and/or fishing permits 
ses and to what agencies the money will accrue. Lines 11 through 19 are some 
what confusing and the indication is that either the State or the Federal Govern- 
ment will be allowed to issue special hunting permits and also be allowed to 


on collect the fees therefor. 

ed The Alabama Department of Conservation favors the bill H.R. 2565 if the 
measure in no way invades the area of State jurisdiction or State licensing 
authority. 


We appreciate your interest in the development of the military lands and 
certainly we wish to cooperate wherever possible. 
Best regards. 


Sincerely, 

ot WILLIAM C. YOUNGER, 
Director of Conservation. 

es STATE OF ALASKA, 
tu- DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, 
nd Juneau, Alasca, April 29, 1960. 
li- Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
on Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
ite US. Senate, 
-O- Washington, D.C. 
ug DEAR SENATOR MaGNnuson: In reply to your inquiry of April 19, 1960, relating 
a to H.R. 2565, I am pleased to inform you that the department of fish and game 
. favors passage of this bill. Alaska’s Senators and Representative have pre- 
re viously been advised of this view. 
> I certainly appreciate your efforts and fairness in soliciting our opinion of 
oe this legislation. 
as Sincerely, 
ij WALTER KIRKNESS, Acting Commissioner. 
he ee 
li- STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
)l- DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, 
»d Sacramento, Calif., May 3, 1960. 
0- Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
i U.S. Senate, 
of | Washington, D.C. 
of DeaR SENATOR MAGNUSON: We appreciate very much receiving your letter of 
wi April 19, containing a copy of H.R. 2565 dealing with wildlife management on 


military reservations. 
tO The California Department of Fish and Game feels that the enactment of this 


* measure will make a material contribution to the prospects for increased access 
to hunting values in this State. We therefore recommend that your committee 

to give favorable consideration to this measure. 

o- Sincerely yours, 

W. T. SHANNON, Director. 

. cain 

or 


STATE OF COLORADO, 
e- DEPARTMENT OF GAME AND FISH, 
Denver, Colo., April 22, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
U.8. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR MaGnuson: I appreciate the opportunity to comment on H.R. 
2565 concerning the coordination and management of wildlife on military reser- 
vations. I approve of the copy of the bill which was sent with your letter. 
This bill provides that the Secretary of Defense cooperate with the Secretary 
of the Interior and the appropriate State agency in formulating plans for re- 
habilitation and management of wildlife on military reservations. As you know, 
the State laws have determined that resident fish and game are the property 


5 of the people of the State in which they reside. In all States a fish and game 
d agency, which is a part of State government, has been set up to manage and 

perpetuate this renewable resource. In my opinion, no State could support any 
Ss Federal legislation which in any way would abrogate or dilute the authority 


& of the State in the management of wildlife. The bill which you sent me in my 
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opinion does not abrogate the rights of the States, but provides a basis for 
cooperative approach to wildlife management on military reservations. As long 
as the bill is not amended to take away any portion of the rights of the State, 
it would have my sincere support. 
I appreciate this opportunity to comment on this legislation. 
Very truly yours, 


Tuomas L. KIMBALL, Director, 


STATE OF CONNECTICUT, 
BoarkpD OF FISHERIES AND GAME, 


Hartford, Conn., April 25, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 


Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
US. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Deak SENATOR Macnuson: I am inclined to favor the provisions of H.R. 2565 
now before your committee. Thank you for soliciting my views on this matter, 
Sincerely yours, 


Lyte M. Tuorpe, Director. 


STATE OF DELAWARE, 
Boarp OF GAME AND FisH COMMISSIONERS, 


Dover, Del., May 6, 1960. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 


Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
US. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Deak SENATOR MacGnuson: Your letter of April 19, 1960, requesting the com- 
ment of this Commission on H.R. 2565, has been received. 
The Delaware Game and Fish Commission supports H.R. 2565, having worked 
for its introduction along with conservation agencies throughout the country. 
Thank you very much for soliciting our feelings on this matter. 
Sincerely, 


NORMAN G. WILpER, Director. 


FLoRIDA GAME AND FRESH WATER F1sH CoMMISSION, 


Tallahassee, May 12, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 


Chairman, Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Macnuson: We are advised that a Senate committee hearing has 
been called on the Sikes military lands bill, H.R. 2565, for May 19. You are no 
doubt familiar with the provision of this legislation which is similar to that 
which has been in operation at Eglin Air Force Base in Florida the past several 
years. 

Conservationists throughout the country have given a good deal of study to 
this proposal and have watched closely the operation and conduct of military 
and State cooperation and its success at Eglin Field. 

We urge most sincerely that H.R. 2565 be reported favorably by your com- 
mittee so that military lands throughout the Nation can be managed under a 
satisfactory and proven plan. Under our rapidly expanding economy through- 
out the country, along with the gradual depletion of private and public recrea- 
tional areas, especially hunting and fishing, the military lands of the Nation 
present an outstanding opportunity for outdoor recreational uses by the public. 

Since we are a firm believer that outdoor recreation of some sort is necessary 
and essential to the spiritual and physical welfare of the people, we strongly urge 
immediate passage of this important measure. 

Sincerely yours, 
A. D. Atpricn, Director. 





FLormIpA GAME AND FRESH WATER FisH CoMMISSION, 
Tallahassee, April 28, 1960. 


Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR MaGNusoN: I appreciate your letter of April 19 requesting 
comment on H.R. 2565 pertaining to hunting and fishing on military lands. 
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We in Florida have followed the progress of this legislation which was 
sponsored by Congressman Sikes of Florida. The original bill did not include 
certain provisions felt to be essential by fish and game interests. However, 
with Mr. Sikes’ approval and the aid of Congressman Dingle of Michigan, the 
pill was amended in the House to overcome all objections lodged. 

This bill covers essentially the same type of cooperative agreement as is now 
in effect between this Commission and the Eglin Air Force Base in Florida. We, 
therefore, are in accord with the provisions of H.R. 2565, as amended, and urge 
favorable consideration by your committee. 

I am very grateful to you for this opportunity to make this expression. 

Sincerely yours, 
JULIAN R. Atrorp, Chairman. 


STATE oF IDAHO, 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, 
Boise, Idaho, May 3, 1960. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR Maanuson: I have reviewed the copy of H.R. 2565, which you 
recently mailed to me for my comment. 

Although there does not seem to be any immediate application of this act to 
the military reservations in Idaho, I believe that it is a good piece of legislation 
and should be enacted by the Senate. It will provide the machinery for the 
collection of fees on military reservations for hunting, fishing, and trapping, 
which fees can then be used for conservation and management of fish and wild- 
life on that particular military reservation where collected. 

This, generally, follows the national concept of having those individuals who 
utilize the fish and wildlife resources pay for the cost of management and 
conservation. 

I am grateful for the opportunity you have given me to review H.R. 2565. 

Sincerely yours, 
Ross LEONARD, Director. 


STATE OF ILLINOIS, 
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION, 
Springfield, May 18, 1960. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR MaGNuSON: In reply to your earlier inquiry, I wish to advise 
that the Illinois Department of Conservation is very much in favor of H.R. 2565, 
an act to promote the planning and coordination of fish and wildlife conservation 
on military reservations. 

I might say that on the one military installation in Illinois where such man- 
agement is possible, we have had the finest of cooperation from the commanding 
officer and his staff. We are also aware, however, that in some areas there have 
been difficulties, particularly with respect to harvest of game, and we believe 
that this act can be extremely beneficial in promoting sound and effective wildlife 
management programs on military lands. 

Yours very truly. 
GLEN D. PatMer, Director. 


STATE OF LOUISIANA, 
Witp LIFE AND FISHERIES COMMISSION, 
New Orleans, May 5, 1960. 

Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.O. 

Dear SENATOR MAGNuson: This letter is relative to the Sikes military lands 
bill (H.R. 2565). 

We have reviewed the floor amendments of the above bill which were adopted 
by the House. It is our opinion that the bill as amended will provide an op- 
portunity for securing funds specifically for establishing fish and wildlife man- 


61673—60——2 
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agement practices in military reservations where needed and also safeguards 
the States’ rights in this area of management and in the issuing of licenses. 
We recommend a favorable report and passage of H.R. 2565 as amended. 
Sincerely yours, 


R. P. EASTERLY, Director. 


STATE OF MARYLAND, 
GAME AND INLAND FisH COMMISSION, 
Annapolis, May 5, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR MAaGNusON: The Maryland Game and Inland Fish Commission 
is pleased to learn that the amendments to the Sikes military lands bill, H.R. 
2565, have been adopted in the House of Representatives and that the bill is now 
before the Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

This bill, in its present form, is of real importance to this commission and to 
the thousands of conservationists in the State of Maryland. It is requested 
that you support this bill in committee and on the floor of the U.S. Senate. 

Appreciating your continued cooperation and with kindest regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
ERNEST A. VAUGHN, Director. 





STATE OF MINNESOTA, 
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION, 
St. Paul, May 4, 1960. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: In behalf of the Minnesota Department of Conserva- 
tion and the conservationists of Minnesota I am writing to you regarding the Sikes 
mnilitary lands bill, H.R. 2565. I understand this bill is now before the Senate 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce of which you are the chairman, 

I wish you to know that the Minnesota Department of Conservation and the 
vast majority of the sportsmen and conservationists of this State heartily 
endorse the passage of H.R. 2565 with the amendments added recently on the 
floor of the House. I hope that you and your associates on the committee will 
do your utmost to enact this bill. 

Very truly yours, 
GEORGE A. SELKE, 
Commissioner of Conservation. 


GAME AND FisH COMMISSION, 
STATE OF MISSISSIPPI, 


Jackson, Miss., April 28, 1960. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 


Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR MaGnuson: The Mississippi Game and Fish Commission en- 
dorses the provisions of H.R. 2565 which provides for a program of wildlife 
management and development on military reservations in cooperation with State 
game departmeuts and the Department of the Interior. This commission recom- 
mends favorable consideration and passage of this legislation. 

Very truly yours, 


Rex McRaney, Executive Director. 


MISSOURI CONSERVATION COMMISSION, 
Jefferson City, Mo., April 22, 1960. 


Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


Deak SENATOR MaGnuson : This is in reply to your letter of April 19 in which 
you request my views on H.R. 2565, an act to promote effectual planning, devel- 
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opment, maintenance, and coordination of wildlife, fish and game conservation, 
and rehabilitation in military reservations. s ele 
I was already quite familiar with this legislation as I had reviewed it in 
my capacity as chairman of the Legislative Committee of the International Asso- 
ciation of Game, Fish & Conservation Commissioners. Largely through the 
efforts of our association we succeeded in getting this bill amended in the House 
to provide protection of the States’ rights in the control and management of 
wildlife resources. The last phrase of section 1 “acting as agent or agents for 
the State if the cooperative plan so provides,” and the last portion of section 2 
“nor of the requirements pertaining to State law set forth in Public Law 85-337,” 
were portions of our suggested amendments to make this law more acceptable 
to the States. 
In my personal opinion, H.R. 2565 as it now reads is a very acceptable bill 
and I would urge its passage by Congress. There still remains some question 
in the minds of some of the other State wildlife administrators, however, as 
to whether rights of the States are adequately protected, and, for that reason, 
the association has taken no official position for or against this bill, I offer my 
endorsement, therefore, only as director of the Missouri Conservation Com- 
mission. 
Very truly yours, 
WILLIAM E. Towett, Director. 


STATE OF NEW JERSEY, 
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, 
Trenton, April 28, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: In reply to your letter of April 19, I feel that 
H.R. 2565 is a sound piece of legislation and will benefit the fish and game pro- 
gram of the various States as well as the military installations located in those 
States. In its present form, it corrects the objections which the International 
Association of Game, Fish & Conservation Commissioners had to the old bill 
which would have, in effect, taken jurisdiction over resident species away from 
the States. 

Sincerely yours, 
A. HEATON UNDERHILL, Director. 


STATE OF NEW MEXxIco, 
DEPARTMENT OF GAME AND F'IsH, 
Santa Fe, April 27, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: Reference is made to your letter referring to 
H.R. 2565. 

We see no objectionable features in the act as proposed and would not offer 
any objections as long as the act did not provide a clause that would supersede 
the State statutes. 

As a matter of fact, we get along very nicely under a cooperative arrange- 
ment with the military reservations within this State but do have some con- 
troversy in a case where active military lands are in New Mexico and the head- 
quarters for those active lands happen to be in the State of Texas. I am re- 
ferring primarily to Fort Bliss, Tex. 

The commanding officer of Fort Bliss in the past has insisted that his per- 
sonnel be allowed to hunt on the military reservation by the payment of a New 
Mexico resident hunting license. Our statutes do not provide for such action, 
therefore, we are holding out that the service personnel stationed at Fort Bliss 
are not residents and, therefore, must pay the nonresident fee. I am sure this 
controversy will be worked out provided the commanding officer is willing to 
compromise a little bit so that we can take the matter to our legislature and 
give them special dispensation. Incidentally, they are very anxious to cooperate 
and coordinate game management practices on the reservation but we see no 
reason for such action until we are allowed to take the surplus deer and 
antelope from the ranges. 

All in all, we have very good relations with the services. 

Yours very truly, 


Frep A. THompson, Director. 
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STATE or NoRTH CAROLINA, 
WILDLIFE RESOURCES COMMISSION, 
Raleigh, N.C., April 21, 1969, 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: We appreciate your sending us a copy of H.R. 
2565, relating to wildlife conservation on military reservations, which is now 
before your Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

We have reviewed this bill carefully and see no objection to its enactment, 

Sincerely yours, 
Crybe P. Patton, Bxrecutive Director. 


NortH DAKOTA GAME AND FIsH DEPARTMENT, 
Bismarck, N. Dak., May 6, 1969. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


DraR SENATOR MAGNUSON: I am very much in the favor of passage of H.R. 
2565, an act to promote effectual planning, development, maintenance, and co- 
ordination of wildlife fish and game conservation and rehabilitation on military 
reservations. I would sincerely appreciate your support of this bill. 

With best regards. 

Sincerely, 


I. G. Bug, Commissioner. 


COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA, 
PENNSYLVANIA FIsH COMMISSION, 


Harrisburg, May 5, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 


Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR MaGnuson: In behalf of the Pennsylvania Fish Commission, I 
wish to thank you for your letter of April 19, and to assure you that H.R. 2565 
has our wholehearted approval. If this law is enacted, we believe that it will 
result in better public use of fish and wildlife resources on military reservations. 

Sincerely yours, 
H. R. StacknHousk, Acting Executive Director. 





COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA, 
PENNSYLVANIA GAME COMMISSION, 
Harrisburg, April 29, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear SenaToR MAGNusoN: Replying to your communication of April 19 with 
reference to H.R. 2565, I am happy to inform you that this bill has our approval 
and it is our hope that the enactment of this legislation might be helpful in pro- 
viding additional recreational opportunities by hunting and fishing on military 
installations. 

Thanking you for bringing the matter to my attention, I am, 

Yours very truly, 
M. J. Gotpen, Executive Director. 


SoutH CAROLINA WILDLIFE RESOURCES DEPARTMENT, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSION, 
Hampton, 8.0., April 25, 1960. 


Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR MaGnuson : I thank you for your letter of April 19, 1960, with 
the enclosures. The same has been referred to the two directors; that is, the 
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director of the game division and the director of the commercial fisheries divi- 
sion, of our wildlife resources department, and you will no doubt hear from 
them at an early date. 
Sincerely yours, 
GEORGE WARREN, Chairman. 


SovuTuH CAROLINA WILDLIFE RESOURCES DEPARTMENT, 
DIVISION OF GAME, 
Columbia, April 30, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DeaR Mr. MaGnuson: Your letter of April 19 enclosing copy of H.R. 2565 and 
the report has been referred to me by our chairman, Mr. George Warren. 

Fortunately here in South Carolina we have experienced very cordial and 
cooperative relations with the personnel in charge of military reservations. We 
do not anticipate any change in these relations. 

The bill H.R. 2565 would in some instances provide revenue for very much 
needed management and conservation of the fish and wildlife on some of our 
larger military posts. I believe that hunting and fishing for military personnel 
is a very important factor in their morale. Many of these posts with proper 
management can supply good game populations and provide excellent fishing for 
both military and civilian personnel. 

I am in favor of the bill as amended since it is understood that the issuing 
of the additional special hunting and fishing permit is optional at each indi- 
vidual post. By having it optional this special permit could be provided for 
on posts where such funds are needed. Where a special permit is required for 
hunting and fishing on reservation it should be specified that this permit be in 
addition to all other required State licenses. 

Yours very truly, 
JAMES W. WEBB, Director. 





SoutH CAROLINA WILDLIFE RESOURCES DEPARTMENT, 
DIVISION OF COMMERCIAL FISHERIES, 
Charleston, S.C., May 6, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Deak SENATOR MAGNUSON: Mr. George Warren, chairman of the South Caro- 
lina Wildlife Resources Commission has sent this office a copy of H.R. 2565 per- 
taining to wildlife, fish, and game management which is now before your com- 
mittee. I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the bill. 

The extent of strictly military reservations within the area under the juris- 
diction of this division is limited. For the most part these reservations have 
been long established. Their marine fisheries are relatively insignificant and 
there is now no apparent conflict of interest in this field between the State of 
South Carolina and the Federal Government. The passage of H.R. 2565 would 
not, in my opinion, upset the existing situation. 

However, I would respectfully point out to you, a legal concept which extends 
far back in South Carolina’s history. This is expressed in present code section 
28-754, Code of Laws of South Carolina, 1952: 

“The waters and bottoms of the bays, rivers, creeks and marshes within the 
State or within three miles of any point along low watermark on the coast 
thereof, not heretofore conveyed by grant from the General Assembly or lawful 
compact with the State, shall continue and remain as a common for the people 
of the State for the taking of fish, subject to the provisions of this chapter and 
any future act that may be passed, except that this section is not intended to 
regulate fish or fishing in the fresh waters of this State.” 

Isn’t it possible that sometime in the future the public law resulting from 
H.R. 2565 will conflict head-on with South Carolina’s Code 28-754? 

Yours very truly, 
G. Ropert Lunz, Director. 
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GAME AND FisH CoMMISSION, 
Austin, Tex., May 9, 1960. 
Hon. RatpuH YARBOROUGH, 
Member, Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Deak SENATOR YARBOROUGH: I believe H.R. 2565 is now before the Senate 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

This measure has the endorsement of the International Association of Game, 
Fish & Conservation Commissioners, and I believe it is unanimously favored 
by wildlife conservation departments of the States. 

I should like to invite your careful consideration and favorable support of 
this bill. 

Very truly yours, 
H. D. DopGen, Evecutive Secretary. 





THE STATE OF UTAH, 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, 
Salt Lake City, Utah, May 9, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Senator Macnuson: Please be advised we are in full accord with the 
Sikes military lands bill (H.R. 2565) as it was recently amended on the floor of 
the House and now rests for action with your committee. 

It is our understanding that hearings on this bill will be conducted May 19, 
1960, and we respectfully urge favorable consideration and report of this 
important legislation by you and other members of the Senate Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Passage of this bill would do much to reduce criticism of our Armed Forces 
and certainly is a proper change in law in the direction of needed resource 
management. 

Very truly yours, 
HAROLD 8S, CRANE, Director. 


MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION, 
Lansing, May 4, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR MaGnuson: Please pardon my delay in replying to your letter 
of April 19 regarding H.R. 2565. I wanted to take time to review this thoroughly 
with my staff before submitting any comments. 

In our opinion, the purpose of H.R. 2565 is admirable. It would more precisely 
spell out policy concerning wildlife conservation on military areas. Its enact- 
ment would tend to more completely utilize vast military acreage for wildlife 
conservation purposes. In view of the probable future expansion in number of 
hunters and the relative scarcity of public hunting lands in many areas, it 
would be an important benefit to hunters. 

The only portion of the bill that I would question would be that relating to the 
authority of the Secretary of Defense to sell special permits in accordance with 
a cooperative plan mutually agreed upon by the Secretary of Defense, the Secre- 
tary of the Interior, and the appropriate State agency. It would seem to me 
that such authority might result in more or less money being realized than would 
be necessary for adequate conservation measures on the military reservation in 
question. In addition, the requirement of special permits for a fee might set 
a far-reaching precedent as it would relate to other Federal lands. 

Moreover, this provision might tend to weaken the individual State’s author- 
ity to charge a fee for the privilege of hunting and fishing on special Federal 
lands. 

I might add, too, that the bill in this respect would be in direct conflict with 
Resolution No. 15, passed at the 49th Convention of the International Associa- 
tion of Game, Fish & Conservation Commissioners held on September 14 and 
15, 1959. In essence, this resolution states that the States and provinces only 
shall have the authority to issue special hunting and fishing permits on military 
reservations or Indian reservations. 

Sincerely yours, 


GERALD E. Eppy, Director. 
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STATE OF MONTANA, 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, 
Helena, Mont., April 27, 1960. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: I have reviewed the copy of H.R. 2565 which you 
sent with your letter of April 19. 

Because there are very few problems concerning hunting on military reserva- 
tions in Montana, I do not believe the legislation is too important as far as we 
are concerned in the State of Montana. After reviewing the comments of the 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior on the bill, we would concur with his state- 
ment. 

As a general principle, I do not think it is a good idea to have any other 
license agency for hunting and fishing other than the State fish and game depart- 
ment concerned. For this reason I would not give any support to H.R. 2565. 

Very truly yours, 
W. J. EVERIN, 
State Fish and Game Director. 


STATE OF NEW YorK, 
CONSERVATION DEPARTMENT, 
Albany, April 25, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. MAGNUSON: We are glad to have the opportunity to comment on 
H.R. 2565, an act to promote effectual planning, development, maintenance, and 
coordination of wildlife, fish, and game conservation and rehabilitation in 
military reservations. We oppose H.R. 2565 in its present form. 

We do favor a proposed substitute bill, a copy of which is attached. The 
substitute bill would provide the mechanism for securing funds to be used in 
earrying out wildlife improvement and management practices on military res- 
ervations, but would do so without invading the area of State jurisdiction and 
State licensing authority. 

I should urge your committee’s consideration and support of the substitute 
bill. 


Sincerely, 
H. G. W1um, Commissioner. 


PROPOSED SUBSTITUTE FOR H.R. 2565 


A BILL To promote effectual planning, development, maintenance and coordination of 
wildlife, fish, and game conservation and rehabilitation in military reservations 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That Congress recognizes and establishes as 
a policy of the Federal Government that the protection, control, regulation and 
management of fish and nonmigratory wildlife, including 'the licensing of hunters 
and fishermen, are subject to the jurisdiction of the States within their respective 
boundaries: Provided, it is hereby established as a policy of Congress that 
Federal departments or agencies having managerial or proprietary control over 
areas of land or water shall cooperate with the State or States within which 
such area are located in the conservation and management of fish and wildlife 
and shall permit hunting and fishing by the public for recreational purposes to 
the extent consistent with the interests of the United States and the primary 
Federal purposes for which such areas are held, possessed or managed; and in 
the event hunting or fishing is permitted on any area, such hunting or fishing 
shall be done only in accordance with the State laws pertaining to the protection, 
control and management of fish and wildlife. 

Sec, 2. The Secretary of Defense is hereby authorized to carry out a program 
of planning, development, maintenance and coordination of wildlife, fish nd 
game conservation and rehabilitation in military reservations in accordance 
with cooperative plans mutually agreed upon by the Secretary and the appro- 
priate State agency designated by the State in which the reservation is located. 
Such cooperative plan may stipulate the issuance of special State hunting and 
fishing permits to individuals and require the payment of a nominal fee therefor, 
which fees shall -be utilized for the protection, conservation and management 
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of fish and wildlife, including habitat improvement and related activities in 
accordance with the cooperative plan: Provided, the commanding officer of the 
reservation or persons designated by him are authorized to enforce such special] 
hunting and fishing permits and to collect the fees therefor acting as agent or 
agents for the State if the cooperative plan so provides. 

Sec. 3. The Secretary of Defense is authorized to carry out a program for 
the conservation, restoration and management of migratory game birds on 
military reservations, including the issuance of special hunting permits and 
the collection of fees therefor, in accordance with a cooperative plan mutually 
agreed upon by the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of the Interior: 
Provided, That the open seasons, bag limits and other regulations prescribed 
for the taking of migratory game birds on any military reservation shall be no 
less restrictive than the laws of the State in which said reservation is located: 
And provided further, That possession of a special permit for hunting migratory 
game birds issued pursuant to this act shall relieve the permittee of the 
requirements of the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act as amended nor of the 
requirements pertaining to State law set forth in Public Law 85-337. 

Sec. 4. The Secretary of Defense is directed to expend such funds as may be 
collected or transferred in accordance with the cooperative plans agreed to 
pursuant to this act, such expenditures to be made in furtherance of the purposes 
of this act and for no other purpose. 

Sec. 5. The Department of Defense is held free from any liability to pay into 
the Treasury of the United States upon the operation of the program or programs 
authorized by this act any funds which may have been or may hereafter be 
collected, received or expended pursuant to, and for the purposes of, this act, and 
which collections, receipts and expenditures have been properly accounted for to 
the Comptroller General of the United States. 

Sec. 6. Nothing herein contained shall be construed to modify, amend or 
repeal any provision of Public Law 85-337. 


OHIO DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, 


Columbus, April 26, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 


U.S. Senator, 
Senate Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON : The administration of resident game and fish popula- 
tions has long been considered the responsibility of the individual States. Fora 
period of time this was not fully recognized on many of the military bases scat- 
tered throughout the Nation; however, with the passage of Public Law 337, 85th 
Congress, and the subsequent recognition by the Secretary of Defense that hunt- 
ing, fishing, and trapping at such installations would be in accordance with the 
fish and game laws of the several States, many fine relationships were estab- 
lished between State fish and game administrations and representatives of the 
Armed Forces responsible for base operations. This was true in Ohio as else 
where. 

Public Law 337, 85th Congress, was strongly supported by the International 
Association of Game, Fish, and Conservation Commissioners and by such organ- 
izations as the National Wildlife Federation, Izaak Walton League, and others. 
With the introduction of H.R. 2565, commonly referred to as the Sikes bill, in its 
original form, the executive committee of the international association meeting 
in Washington, D.C., in December 1959, held the opinion that the bill as written 
would disrupt the then currently established good relations and resolved to seek 
amendment to H.R. 2565 as a major objective of its legislative program when 
Congress reconvened. 

We were pleased to see that H.R. 2565 was amended removing for the most 
part objectional features. It is noted, however, that the bill uses language which 
authorizes a Federal agency to issue hunting and fishing licenses on Federal land 
and further provides that the fees collected be utilized for management of the 
wildlife resources only. In my mind this possibility establishes a precedent which 
endangers the inherent rights of States to issue hunting and fishing licenses for 
resident game species and would offer the opinion that the bill might be re 
worded to provide that the States would issue the licenses under the terms of a 
cooperative agreement permitted by the bill and the money spent in accordance 
with the terms of the agreement. 

Very truly yours, 


HERBERT B. Eacon, Director. 
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DIVISION OF WILDLIFE, 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, 
Columbus, Ohio, May 5, 1960. 
Hon. FRANK J. LAUSCHE, 
U.S. Senator, 
Senate Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR LAUSCHE: The administration of resident game and fish popula- 
tions has long been considered the responsibility of the individual States. Fora 
period of time this was not fully recognized on many of the military bases scat- 
tered throughout the Nation; however, with the passage of Public Law 337, 85th 
Congress, and the subsequent recognition by the Secretary of Defense that hunt- 
ing, fishing, and trapping at such installations would be in accordance with the 
fish and game laws of the several States, many fine relationships were estab- 
lished between State fish and game administrations and representatives of the 
Armed Forces responsible for base operations. This was true in Ohio as else- 
where. 

Public Law 337, 85th Congress, was strongly supported by the International 
Association of Game, Fish, and Conservation Commissioners and by such organ- 
izations as the National Wildlife Federation, Izaak Walton League, and others. 
With the introduction of H.R. 2565, commonly referred to as the Sikes bill, in its 
original form, the executive committee of the international association meeting 
in Washington, D.C., in December 1959, held the opinion that the bill as written 
would disrupt the then currently established good relations and resolved to seek 
amendment to H.R. 2565 as a major objective of its legislative program when 
Congress reconvened. 

We were pleased to see that H.R. 2565 was amended removing for the most 
part objectional features. It is noted, however, that the bill uses language which 
authorizes a Federal agency to issue hunting and fishing licenses on Federal land 
and further provides that the fees collected be utilized for management of the 
wildlife resources only. In my mind this possibility establishes a precedent which 
endangers the inherent rights of States to issue hunting and fishing licenses for 
resident game species and would offer the opinion that the bill might be reworded 
to provide that the States would issue the licenses under the terms of a coopera- 
tive agreement permitted by the bill and the money spent in accordance with the 
terms of the agreement. 

Very truly yours, 
HAYDEN W. OLDs, 
Chief, Division of Wildlife. 





STATE OF OREGON, 
OREGON STATE GAME COMMISSION, 


Portland, May 2, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 


Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, U.S. Senate, Wash- 
ington, D.C. 

Deark SENATOR MaGnuson: This is in response to your inquiry with regard 
to H.R. 2565 providing for the planning, development, maintenance, and coordi- 
nation of fish and wildlife resources in military reservations. 

This matter has been discussed extensively among the several fish and game 
agencies of the States and particularly through the medium of the International 
Association of Game, Fish, and Conservation Commissioners. Insofar as we 
are concerned in this State, it is our view that this proposed legislation is un- 
necessary by virtue of the military lands bill passed by the last session of Con- 
gress as an adjunct to the Military Establishment carrying out fish and wildlife 
management programs on military lands. 

We object to that part of this proposed legislation which superimposes an 
additional license permit or other document which, in effect, is a license as being 
inconsistent with the direct responsibilities and licensing authority now resting 
with the States. It is my impression that this provision is vewed wth consider- 
able concern by the fish and game agencies in the West. That view is not held, 
however, by many of the other States. 

With the above points in mind, I do not feel that the proposed legislation is 
presently necessary. I want to thank you for your solicitation of my views with 
regard to this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 


P. W. SCHNEIDER, Director. 
61673—60——_3 
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TENNESSEE GAME AND FISH COMMISSION, 
Nashville, Tenn., May 4, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, U.S. Senate, Wash- 
ington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON : Reference to your letter dated April 19, 1960, inquir- 
ing as to my views on H.R. 2565. 

I believe the particular provisions of this bill are good and would be an asset 
to wildlife management in our State. 

It would seem better judgment to consider the proposition stated by Mr, 
Phillip S. Hughes and noted by Mr. Ross Leffler, Assistant Secretary of the In- 
terior, that further extension of Federal responsibility for the development of 
wildlife resources should be considered on a governmentwide policy basis. This 
would, as they point out, create a consistent policy for all federally owned lands, 

I would favor further consideration of the bill to consider the issues from a 
governmentwide policy basis. 

Thank you for giving me the opportunity of expressing my views. 

Sincerely, 
ForrEstT V. DURAND, 
Director, State Game and Fish Commission. 


GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, D.C., May 13, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairmanjfi Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request to the Secretary of 
Defense for the views of the Department of Defense with respect to H.R. 2565, 
86th Congress, an act to promote effectual planning, development, maintenance, 
and coordination of wildlife, fish, and game conservation and rehabilitation in 
military reservations. 

The bill provides that the Secretary of Defense is authorized to cooperate with 
the Secretary of the Interior and the appropriate State agency of the several 
States in carrying out a cooperative program of planning, development, mainte- 
nance, and coordination of wildlife, fish, and game management in military reser- 
vations. The cooperative plan may provide for the issuance of special hunting 
and fishing permits for which a nominal fee may be charged, such fees to be 
utilized for the protection, conservation, and management of fish and wildlife in 
accordance with the cooperative plan. The commanding officer of military reser- 
vations or persons designated by him are authorized to enforce the special hunt- 
ing and fishing permits and to collect the fees, acting as agents for the State if 
the cooperative plan so provides. The Secretary of Defense is also authorized 
to institute a similar program for migratory game birds with the added pro- 
vision that the possession of a special permit issued under the provision of this 
bill will not relieve the holder thereof from the requirements of the Migratory 
Bird Hunting Stamp Act nor of the requirement pertaining to State law set forth 
in Public Law 85-337. Any funds collected or transferred as a result of the 
bill will not revert to the Treasury of the United States, but will be used solely 
for the furtherance of the purposes of the act. Section 5 of the bill provides 
that nothing in the act shall be construed to modify, amend, or repeal any pro- 
vision of Public Law 85-337. 

In reporting on H.R. 2565 to the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries 
of the House of Representatives, the Department of Defense reviewed the his- 
tory of Public Law 85-337 and its implementation. That review follows in the 
next five paragraphs: 

During the 2d session of the 85th Congress, section 4, Public Law 85-337, 
amending chapter 159, title 10, United States Code, was enacted which, inter 
alia, provides that the Secretary of Defense prescribe regulations to “develop, 
subject to safety requirements and military security, and in cooperation with the 
Governor (or his designee) of the State or Territory in which the installation 
or facility is located, procedures under which designated fish and game or con- 
servation officials of that State or Territory may, at such time and under such 
conditions as may be agreed upon, have full access to that installation or 
facility to effect measures for the management, conservation, and harvesting of 
fish and game resources.” 
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After extensive consultation with appropriate officials of the Departments 
of the Interior and Agriculture and representatives of the conservation directors 
of the several States and Territories, the Department of Defense published a 
directive (copy attached—Department of Defense Directive 5500.5, subject: 
“Management, Conservation, and Harvesting of Fish and Game Resources,” dated 
July 16, 1958) in implementation of the statute (supra). The military depart- 
ments subsequently issued regulations in consonance with the foregoing cited 
directive (copies attached—Army Regulation 210-221; Secretary of the Navy 
Instruction 11015.3 ; and Air Force Regulation 125-5). 

After issuing the Department of Defense directive, the Secretary of Defense, on 
July 30, 1958, wrote to the Secretaries of the Interior and Agriculture advising 
them of the action taken, including copies of the directive, and stating further 
that: 

“T am mindful that by embarking on such a program, it might appear that the 
Department of Defense was going to establish an internal conservation service, 
so to speak, and by doing so, duplicate certain functions of your Department. 
Such will not occur; the mission of the Armed Forces is the national defense 
and it will be necessary to rely on the excellent support and consultative services 
of the Department of the Interior (Agriculture) in the future, as in the past. 
Accordingly, your continued cooperation in maintaining a sound conservation 
program on military lands is earnestly solicited.” 

Replies from both Departments assured continued cooperation and liaison with 
the Department of Defense. Further, the directive was characterized as a “very 
realistic and sound approach to the management and conservation of fish and 
wildlife in military lands * * *.” 

Additionally, on July 30, 1958, the Secretary of Defense wrote to each Gov- 
ernor of the several States and Territories enclosing a copy of the directive 
and in part advising them that the Department of Defense recognizes (1) a 
continuing responsibility for the wise management and optimum use of natural 
resources where found on military lands; and (2) a responsibility to promote 
and maintain sound conservation practices on military lands, conducted in a 
manner consistent with the primary mission of the Armed Forces, that of main- 
taining the national defense. The letter to the Governors also stated that the 
commanders of installations, which have suitable land and water areas, were 
required to develop an active, progressive program, in cooperation with the 
several States, for the management of fish and game resources. To this end, 
the Governors were advised that commanders of installations were to contact 
them or their designees to permit State game and conservation officials to have 
full access to those installations to assist in effecting measures for the manage- 
ment, conservation, and harvesting of fish and game resources. The replies to 
these letters have uniformly expressed enthusiastic cooperation. 

With respect to public access to military lands for hunting, fishing, and trap- 
ping privileges, the Department of Defense directive goes beyond the require- 
ments of the statute (supra) but does reflect the comments and policy ex- 
pressions of the Congress (see Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 8S. 
Rept. No. 857, 85th Cong., Ist sess., pp. 54-56) by stating at section III. D.: 

“With respect to the granting of hunting, fishing, and trapping privileges to 
persons other than those assigned to or living on any military installation or 
facility, such persons will stand at par with each other except in what might be 
very special circumstances involving military security or in areas under military 
control set aside for rest and recuperation purposes as approved by the Secretary 
of Defense.” 

Accordingly, in view of the present law and its implementation, the Depart- 
ment of Defense is of the opinion that a portion of H.R. 2565 (lines 1 to 10 
of p. 1, line 1, and lines 11 to 15 of p. 2) is not necessary. 

The portion of section 1 of the bill which provides that cooperative plans 
may stipulate the issuance of special State hunting and fishing permits to 
individuals (line 10, p. 1 and line 1, p. 2) is not clear as to intent. Any 
issuance of permits or granting of permission to enter a military reservation 
must be the responsibility of and made in the name of the reservation com- 
mander in the interests of the accomplishment of the commander’s primary 
military mission. For this reason, the Department of Defense must oppose the 
use of the word “State” in referring to special hunting and fishing permits ap- 
plicable only to the military reservation. 

With respect to the remaining portions of the bill concerning the payment 
and distribution of the proceeds of fees for hunting and fishing permits, it is the 
opinion of the Department of Defense that the question of whether or not such 
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a fee should be charged is one of policy as it may pertain to all Federal lands 
and should not be limited, in its consideration, to just military reservations, 

Also to be considered is the question of whether or not Federal moneys of 
this kind should be earmarked for return to a Department which, under the 
functional budget concept, is not charged with administering the Federal con- 
servation program as are other executive departments. In this connection, 
the Department of Defense has reviewed the opinion of the Comptroller Gen- 
eral of the United States, B—103084, August 28, 1951. 

That portion of section 1 of the bill which provides that the commanding 
officer of a reservation or his representative may act as agent for a State (lines 
6 to 10 on p. 2) is not clear as to intent. The Department is concerned with 
the questions which may be raised as to what this authorization encompasses, 
As an example, is it intended to include the power to arrest? If so, it is prob- 
ably contrary to existing law. Due to the ambiguity of this provision and the 
possibility of the legal complication which it may raise, the Department of De- 
fense must oppose this portion of the bill. 

Therefore, while the Department of Defense is fully aware of the purposes 
of the proposed bill, it does not consider the act necessary to accomplish those 
purposes. With respect to the charging of fees for hunting and fishing on all 
Federal lands, the Department defers to the views of Congress and the depart- 
ments and agencies of the executive department charged with developing such 
a policy. 

However, should a law be adopted which would charge a fee to hunt 
and fish on all Federal lands, the Department of Defense would comply with 
such a mandate, and, of course, observe any special conditions or requirements 
for such fees which might be directed at military installations without regard to 
other lands of the United States. It is further noted that the purpose of the 
act is to expend funds received from the sale of special permits for the further. 
ance of the conservation program at the installation being used. Issuance 
of permits, collection of fees, and expenditure of those moneys collected for pur- 
poses of this act, should be controlled and accounted for by the Department 
of Defense alone and the words “or transferred” might imply otherwise. Ac- 
cordingly, if the committee favorably considers H.R. 2565, the following changes 
to the bill are offered: 

That the word “State” on line 1 of page 2 be deleted ; 

That the word “this” on line 2 of page 2 be deleted and the word “the” sub- 
stituted therefor ; 

That the words “Provided,” That the commanding officer of the reservation 
or person designated by him are authorized to enforce such special hunting and 
fishing permits and to collect the fees therefor, acting as agent or agents for 
the State if the cooperative plan so provides” be deleted from lines 6 to 10, 
page 2; 

That the words “or transferred in accordance with the cooperative plans 
agreed to” on lines 1 and 2 of page 3 be deleted. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that while there is no objection to the 
submission of this report, they oppose enactment of H.R. 2565 for the reasons 
stated in their letter of May 13, 1960, copy enclosed. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. VINCENT BURKE, Jr. 


July 16, 1958 

NuMBER 5500.5 

ASD (MP&R) 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE DIRECTIVE 


Subject: Management, Conservation, and Harvesting of Fish and Game Re 
sources. 
References: (a) DoD Instruction 5500.3, “Hunting and Fishing on Military 
Reservations,” Oct. 31, 56 (cancelled herein). 
(b) Migratory Bird Treaty Act (40 Stat. 755; 16 USC 703-711), as 
amended. 
(c) Alaska Game Law (43 Stat. 739; 48 USC 191-213). 
(d) Sections 7(3) and 13, Title 18, USC. 
(e) Section 2671, Title 10, USC (PL 337, 85th Congress). 
(f) DOD Instruction 4150.6, “Standards for Maintaining Grounds.” 
(g) DOD Directive 5410.7, “Community Relations.” 
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I. PURPOSE 


To implement Section 4 of Public Law 85-337 (Section 2671 of Title 10, United 
States Code) which confers certain responsibilities on the Secretary of Defense 
with respect to the management, conservation and harvesting of fish and game 
resources on military reservations and facilities. 


II, CANCELLATION 


Reference (a) is hereby superseded and cancelled. 


Itt. POLICY 


A. All military installations or facilities which contain suitable land and water 
areas as determined after consultation with authorized State or Federal con- 
servation authorities shall have an active, progressive program for the man- 
agement of renewable natural resources. Such programs will incorporate proper 
techniques and be designed to promote the conservation, through wise use, of the 
soil, water, forests, grasslands, fish and wildlife and will include assistance and 
participation in research projects conducted by Federal, Territorial, State and 
local conservation agencies. 

B. When valid subsisting agreements do not exist, or if present programs are 
not in accordance with this directive, commanders of installations referred to 
in A, above, will seek appropriate agreements with Federal, Territorial, State, 
and local conservation agencies to effective programs and measures for the 
management, conservation, and harvesting of fish and game resources. 

C. Commanders of installations referred to in A above will develop, subject 
to safety requirements and military security, and in cooperation with the Gov- 
ernor or his designee of the State or Territory in which installations or facilities 
under their control are located, procedures under which designated fish, game, 
or conservation officials of that State or Territory may, at such time and under 
such conditions as may be agreed upon, have full access to installations or 
facilities to effect measures for the management, conservation and harvesting 
of fish and game resources. 

D. With respect to the granting of hunting, fishing, and trapping privileges to 
persons other than those assigned to or living on any military installation or 
facility, such persons will stand at par with each other except in what might be 
very special circumstances involving military security or in areas under military 
control set aside for rest and recuperation purposes as approved by the Secretary 
of Defense. 


IV. IMPLEMENTATION OF SECTION 2671, CHAPTER 159, TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE 


A. Hunting, fishing, and trapping at each military installation or facility under 
the jurisdiction of any military department in a State or Territory will be in 
accordance with the fish and game laws of the State or Territory in which it is 
located. 

B. At each military installation or facility under the jurisdiction of any mili- 
tary department in a State or Territory, appropriate licenses for hunting, fishing, 
or trapping on that installation or facility will be obtained, except that with re- 
spect to members of the Armed Forces, such a license may be required only if 
the State or Territory authorizes the issuance of a license to a member on active 
duty for a period of more than thirty days at an installation or facility within 
that State or Territory, without regard to residence requirements, and upon 
terms otherwise not less favorable than the terms upon which such a license is 
issued to residents of that State or Territory. (The clause “for a period of more 
than thirty days” indicates eligibility of an individual when first physically 
pregent for duty on such orders). 

‘ Whoever is guilty of an act or omission which violates a requirement pre- 
scribed under Subsection IV. A or B, above, which act of omission would be 
punishable if committed or omitted within the jurisdiction of the State or Terri- 
tory in which the installation or facility is located, by the laws thereof in 
effect at the time of that act or omission, is guilty of a like offense and is subject 
to like punishment. 


V. PROCEDURES FOR IDENTIFYING CIVILIAN CONSERVATION OFFICIALS 


Installation commanders in the implementation of this directive will cooperate 
with authorized civilian conservation officials acceptable to the installation com- 
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mander and the Governor of a State or Territory, for the purpose of effecting 
measures for the management, conservation, and harvesting of fish and game 
resources. Persons so designated will be issued a DD Form 1221, Identification 
Jard and Pass Permit, by the installation commander to be used only under 
the terms and conditions specified. 


VI. COMMUNITY RELATIONS 


In developing agreements and procedures with State and local authorities, 
representatives of the Armed Forces will bear in mind at all times the importance 
of establishing, maintaining, and improving Armed Forces community relations, 
in keeping with the provisions of reference (g). 


VII. INSPECTION 


The Secretaries of the Military Departments will require periodic inspections 
to insure compliance with this program. 


VIII. SAVING PROVISION 


Nothing contained in this directive or implementing regulations or agreements 
shall modify any rights granted by treaty or otherwise to any Indian tribe or 
to members thereof. 

Ix. IMPLEMENTATION 


Each Military Department will take action to implement this directive, 
Copies of implementing instructions will be forwarded to the Assistant Secre- 
tary of Defense (Manpower, Personnel, and Reserve) within sixty days after 
the date of this directive. 

Nem McEtroy, 
Secretary of Defense. 


*AR 210-221 


ARMY REGULATIONS HEADQUARTERS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
No. 210-221 WASHINGTON 25, D.C., 1 October 1958. 
INSTALLATIONS 


MANAGEMENT, CONSERVATION, AND HARVESTING FISH AND GAME 
RESOURCES ON MILITARY RESERVATIONS AND FACILITIES 


Paragraph 
a ee ear wc thine path cnnemndiieeenentnabaneinienensl 1 
Serene. SENIOR 2202. 69) O06 leo i: eo) eh eh eid ni mek bchioeis sibs nad ade bee 2 
Military reservations made part of forest reserve___._._____-_.__----.__-__- 3 
Duties and responsibilities of installation commanders__...__.____..-.-_._.-.._.___ 4 
Teensigeation af ciyiuan epnservation omcisis..... eee 5 
ee eee ee be tecbebetine ed catvarln chante aewnladas isles dnt sot thutehikcas shed deabintednes 6 
SR SP ERD ae ie a ON, Aare RE ee ee eee 7 
Se el IN ia rene. ternencentnh beni mngl chantenninteaneineyis < Riegmeemsiienerectcte didjoptinmstabinenempaiateade 8 


1. Purpose. These regulations prescribe general policies and procedures for 
the management, conservation, and harvesting of fish and game resources on 
military reservations and facilities. 

2. Applicability of laws. a. The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (40 Stat. 755; 16 
U.S.C. 703-711) as amended, will be operative on all military reservations. 

b. The Alaska Game Law (43 Stat. 739; U.S.C. 191-213) will be applicable on 
military reservations in Alaska. 

ce. The Secretary of Defense, in implementation of Section 2671, Chapter 159, 
Title 10, United States Code, has directed that— 

(1) Hunting, fishing, and trapping at each military installation or facil- 
ity under the jurisdiction of any military department in a State or Territory 
will be in accordance with the fish and game laws of the State or Territory 
in which it is located. 


*These regulations supersede AR 210—221, 6 November 1956. 
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(2) At each military installation or facility under the jurisdiction of any 
military department in a State or Territory, appropriate licenses for hunt- 
ing, fishing, or trapping on that installation or facility will be obtained, 
except that with respect to members of the Armed Forces, such a license 
may be required only if the State or Territory authorizes the issuance of 
a license to a member on active duty for a period of more than thirty days 
at an installation or facility within that State or Territory, without regard 
to residence requirements, and upon terms otherwise not less favorable than 
the terms upon which such a license is issued to residents of that State or 
Territory. (The clause “for a period of more than thirty days” indicates 
eligibility of an individual when first physically present for duty on such 
orders. ) 

d. On portions of military reservations over which concurrent jurisdiction 
has been obtained, or over which no Federal jurisdiction has been obtained, the 
State or Territorial laws, including licensing requirements, are operative as 
such and are enforceable by State or Territorial officials. 

e. The resident license issued to military personnel in accordance with c(2), 
above, must extend throughout the installation or facility, including portions 
under exclusive or concurrent Federal jurisdiction, or over which no Federal 
jurisdiction has been obtained, but need not be valid in areas outside the 
installation or facility. 

f. Whoever is guilty of an act or omission which violates the requirements 
set forth in c above, which act or omission would be punishable if committed or 
omitted within the jurisdiction of the State or Territory in which the installa- 
tion or facility is located, by the laws thereof in effect at the time of that act or 
omission, is guilty of a like offense and is subject to like punishment. 

g. Military personnel who hunt, fish, or trap in areas outside military reserva- 
tions are susceptible to all the fish and game laws of the civil jurisdiction, includ- 
ing the payment of license fees as required. 

$8. Military reservations made part of forest reserve. On those military reser- 
vations which have been designated as a part of the forest reserve under the 
control of the Department of Agriculture, the following acts are prohibited 
except when authorized by the Secretary of Agriculture: 

a. Hunting, trapping, catching, disturbing, or killing any kind of game animal, 
or game or nongame bird, or taking the nests or eggs of any such bird. 

b. Taking or disturbing any kind of fish or the eggs thereof. 

ce. Permitting dogs to run at large, or having in possession dogs not on leash. 

4. Duties and responsibilities of installation commanders. a. Hunting, fishing, 
and trapping at each military reservation will be authorized and controlled by 
the installation commander, in accordance with locally published post and station 
regulations promulgated in accordance with applicable Federal, State, Territorial 
and local laws and Army Regulations. Restrictions on the use of areas under 
military jurisdiction by civilian sportsmen will be kept to the minimum deemed 
necessary by the local commander to insure safety, security, protection of 
Government property, and efficient accomplishment of his mission. 

b. All military installations or facilities which contain suitable land and 
water areas as determined after consultation with authorized State, Territorial, 
or Federal conservation authorities shall have an active, progressive program 
for the management of renewable natural resources. Such programs will in- 
corporate proper techniques and be designed to promote the conservation, 
through wise use, of the soil, water, forests, grasslands, fish, and wildlife and 
will include assistance and participation in research projects conducted by Fed- 
eral, Territorial, State, and local conservation agencies, 

c. When valid subsisting agreements do not exist, or if present programs are 
not in accordance with these regulations, commanders of Army installations 
will seek appropriate agreements with Federal, Territorial, State, and local 
conservation agencies to effect programs and measures for the management, 
conservation, and harvesting of fish and game resources. 

d. Installation commanders will develop, subject to safety requirements and 
military security, and in cooperaton with the Governor or his designee of the 
State or Territory in which installations or facilities under their control are 
located, procedures under which designated fish, game, or conservation officials 
of the State or Territory may, at such time and under such conditions as may 
be agreed upon, have full access to installations or facilities to effect measures 
for the management, conservation, and harvesting of fish and game resources. 

e. All permits for hunting, fishing, and trapping will be issued by the in- 
stallation commanders. Installation commanders will provide that such per- 
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mits are issued to military personnel and civilans only if they are in possession 
of a valid State, Territorial or County hunting, fishing, or trapping license, as 
applicable, except as indicated in f below. With respect to the granting of 
hunting, fishing, and trapping privileges to persons other than those assigned 
to or living on any military installation or facility, such persons will stand at 
par with each other except in what might be very special circumstances in- 
volving miltary security. 

f. In those instances where State or Territorial laws do not grant the neces- 
Sary equality of treatment or waiver of residency requirements as specified in 
paragraph 2c(2), commanders of installations over which the Federal Govern- 
ment exercises exclusive jurisdiction will apply (by letter) to Headquarters, 
Department of the Army, through appropriate channels, for authority to issue 
permits to military personnel to hunt, fish, or trap on such Federal areas with- 
out the necessity of securing an appropriate State, Territorial, or County license. 
Such letter applications will include a complete statement of all efforts made to 
resolve the matter at local levels. Upon securing Headquarters, Department 
of the Army approval, commanders are authorized to permit military personnel 
to hunt, fish, or trap on reservations over which the Federal Government exer- 
cises exclusive jurisdiction, without purchasing State, Territorial, or County 
licenses. 

g. Installation commanders are encouraged to program hunting and fishing on 
the installation so that military personnel may obtain maximum recreation from 
these sports during the hunting and fishing season consistent with military re- 
quirements, safety, security, and game conservation. 

5. Identification of civilian conservation officials. Installation commanders 
will cooperate with authorized civilian conservation officials acceptable to the 
installation commander and the Governor of a State or Territory, for the purpose 
of effecting measures for the management, conservation and harvesting of fish 
and game resources. Persons so designated will be issued DD Form 1221, Identi- 
fication Card and Pass Permit, by the installation commander, to be used only 
under the terms and conditions specified. Preparation of photographs, lamina- 
tion, accountability, loss, surrender and disposition will be in accordance with 
the general procedures in AR 606-5. 

6. Community relations. In developing agreements and procedures with State 
and local authorities, representatives of the Department of the Army will bear 
in mind at all times the importance of establishing, maintaining, and improving 
community relations. 

7. Inspection. Major commanders will make periodic inspections to insure 
compliance with this program. 

8. Rights of Indian tribes. Nothing contained in these regulations or agree- 
ments with State and local authorities shall modify any rights granted by treaty 
or otherwise to any Indian tribe or to members thereof, 


[AG 680.2 (29 Jul 58) DCSPER] 
By Order of Wilber M. Brucker, Secretary of the Army: 


MAXWELL D. TAYLOR, 
General, United States Army, 
Chief of Staff. 
Official : 
HERBERT M. JONES, 
Major General, United States Army, 
The Adjutant General. 


Distribution: 
Active Army: C (CONUS, USARAL, USARCARIB, USARHAW/25th Inf 
Div). 


To be distributed as needed to all installations, activities located off an 
installation, and to all units and headquarters down to and including 
divisions, and units and headquarters of comparable size as indicated. 

NG: State AG (3). 

USAR: None. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAvy, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C. 


SECNAV 11015.3 
JAG :133 
5 September 1958 
SECNAV Instruction 11015.3 
From: Secretary of the Navy. 
To: Distribution List. 
Subj: Management, conservation, and harvesting of fish and game resources. 
Ref: (a) SECNAV INST 11015.2 of 14 Apr 1958 (Management and conservation 
of renewable natural resources). 
Enel: (1) Copy of DoD Directive 5500.5 of 16 Jul 1958 (Same subject). 
(2) Copy of Section 4 of the Act of February 28, 1958, 10 U.S.C. 2671. 
(3) List of Gubernatorial Designees. 


1. Purpose. The purpose of this Instruction is to implement the provisions of 
enclosure (1) and to amplify the provisions of reference (a). Herein are pro- 
vided directives and guidance regarding the management, conservation and har- 
vesting of fish and game resources on all lands and water areas under the juris- 
diction of the Department of the Navy. 

2. Cancellation. SECNAYV Inst 5800.8B of 18 July 1958 is hereby cancelled. 

8. Background. Enclosure (2) is a copy of an enactment of the Congress con- 
taining measures for the management, conservation, and harvesting of fish and 
game resources. In enclosure (1) the Secretary of Defense directed the broad 
procedures for implementing the statute. In reference (a) the Secretary of the 
Navy prescribed measures for the management and conservation of renewable 
natural resources. Any program put into effect pursuant to this Instruction will 
necessarily be an integral part of the overall program prescribed by reference 
(a). It is noted that many excellent programs for the conservation and man- 
agement of fish and game resources have been in operation at various Navy 
and Marine Corps installations for many years and have attracted national in- 
terest and commendation. 

4. Policy. It is the continuing policy of the Department of the Navy that all 
Navy and Marine Corps installations and facilities, having suitable land and 
water areas as determined by the officer in command or in charge thereof, after 
consultation with authorized State or Federal conservation authorities, shall 
have an active, progressive program for the management of renewable natural 
resources. Such programs will incorporate proper techniques and be designed 
to promote the conservation, through wise use, of the soil, water, forests, grass- 
lands, fish and wildlife, and will include assistance and participation in research 
projects conducted by Federal, Territorial, State, and Local conservation agen- 
cies. Where practicable, the privilege of hunting, fishing, and trapping shall be 
granted to the general public. 

5. Action. In accordance with the provisions of enclosure (1), officers in 
command or in charge, who determine that such a program will be put in effect, 
shall— 

a. Communicate with the Governor of the State or Territory, or his designee 
as listed in enclosure (3), in which the facility is located, requesting the designa- 
tion of a representative with whom the officer may confer with a view to de- 
termining if the facility contains suitable land and water areas which can be 
so managed as to produce fish and wildlife resources. The officer will apprise 
the cognizant Commandant of the appropriate Naval District or River Command 
of such communications as well as of any agreement which may ensue. 

b. Develop, subject to safety requirements and military security, and in co- 
operation with the Governor, or his designee, procedures under which designated 
fish, game, or conservation officials of that State or Territory may, at such 
times and under such conditions as may be agreed upon, have full access to the 
facility to effect measures for the management, conservation, and harvesting of 
fish and game resources. Where suitable aquatic habitat for migratory water- 
fowl exists, representatives of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service should be con- 
sulted, since they have been assigned the nationwide responsibility for manage- 
ment of these species. Such civilian officials will be issued an Identification 
Card and Pass Permit, DD Form 1221, by the officer in command or in charge 
for use under the terms and conditions specified. 


61673—60 ——4 
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ec. If adequate agreements are not in existence or present programs are not 
in accordance with this Instruction, seek appropriate agreements with Federal, 
Territorial, State, and Local conservation agencies to effect programs and 
measures for the management, conservation, and harvesting of fish and game 
resources. 

d. If negotiations lead to proposals for the issuance of a lease, license, or 
cooperative agreement pertaining to the use of real property, submit his recom- 
mendations to the Chief of the Bureau of Yards and Docks via official channels 
in conformity with existing regulations governing the leasing, licensing, and the 
granting of cooperative agreements for the use of Federal real estate. 

e. Assist and participate in research projects funded by Federal, Territorial, 
State, and Local conservation agencies. The Chief of Naval Research is avail- 
able for consultation. 

6. Law applicable. Hunting, fishing, and trapping on Navy and Marine Corps 
installations and facilities are governed by the following legal principles: 

a. Hunting, fishing, and trapping at each Navy or Marine Corps installation 
or facility in a State or Territory of the United States of America will be in 
accordance with the fish and game laws of the State or Territory in which it is 
located. 

b. Appropriate licenses for hunting, fishing, or trapping on each Navy and 
Marine Corps installation or facility in a State or Territory will be obtained, 
except that with respect to service personnel of the Armed Forces, such a license 
may be required only if the State or Territory authorizes the issuance of a license 
to a service person on active duty for a period of more than thirty days at an 
installation or facility within that State or Territory, without regard to resi- 
dence requirements, and upon terms otherwise not less favorable than the terms 
upon which such a license is issued to residents of that State or Territory. (The 
clause “for a period of more than thirty days” indicates eligibility of an individual 
when first physically present for duty on such orders. ) 

ec. Whoever is guilty of an act or omission which violates a requirement pre 
scribed under subparagraphs 6a or 6b, above, which act or omission would be 
punishable if committed or omitted within the jurisdiction of the State or Ter- 
ritory in which the installation or facility is located, by the laws thereof in effect 
at the time of that act or omission, is guilty of a like offense and is subject to a 
like punishment. On installations or facilities, or those portions thereof, over 
which exclusive Federal jurisdiction exists, the penal laws of a State relative 
to fish and game, concerning bag limits, season, and other such conservation 
measures, are operative only as Federal Laws and are enforcible by Federal 
officials. State officials are without authority in such areas. A State official 
may, however, exercise authority as a Federal official if the official is serving in 
a dual capacity as both a State and a Federal official. For example, a State 
Game Warden might be also a Deputy U.S. Marshal; and would be authorized 
to enforce Federal law as a Deputy Marshal of the Federal Government. 

d. On installations or facilities, or those portions thereof over which there 
is concurrent Federal and State jurisdiction, the penal laws of the State relative 
to fish and game are operative as Federal laws and are enforcible by Federal 
officials. In addition, the State laws are also operative as State laws: and the 
State officials have the authority to enforce them. The Federal and State 
Governments occupy an equal status with respect to jurisdiction, and the one 
first apprehending a violator may prosecute and punish. 

e. On installations or facilities, or those portions thereof over which there is 
State jurisdiction for the reason that the Federal Government has merely a pro- 
prietorial interest in the land of the State, the penal laws of the State relative 
to fish and game are operative as State laws; and the State officials have the 
authority to enforce them. 

7. Hunting, fishing, and trapping privileges. a. Where the privilege of hunt- 
ing, fishing, or trapping is granted to persons other than those assigned to or 
living on the installation or facility such privilege shall be granted to all persons, 
military and civilian alike on an equal basis except— 

(1) Where conditions of military security or safety require a higher de- 
gree of control] than can be appropriately imposed upon the general public; or 

(2) Where a military area has been set aside for rest and recuperation 
with the approval of the Secretary of Defense. 

b. At those installations where the privilege of hunting, fishing, or trapping is 
granted to the public, when appropriate, authority for the issuance of permits, 
control of access, and enforcement of the laws may be delegated to the appro- 
priate conservation agency of the State or Territory. Agreements should be 
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effected to insure that military personnel and their dependents assigned to such 
an installation or facility are allowed to participate in these recreational activi- 
ties made available to the public. 

8. Clubs. In furtherance of command recreational programs, where applicable 
and feasible, commanders are encouraged to establish local rod and gun or similar 
types of clubs and activities. Solicitation of assistance and cooperation from 
the various civilian sportsman’s organizations is recommended. Participation 
by service personnel in effecting fish and wildlife management programs is de- 
sirable. 

9. Indoctrination of personnel. The proper conservation and management of 
all renewable natural resources is a matter of increasing importance to the future 
safety and well-being of our nation. The program prescribed by this Instruction 
is designed to insure that fish and wildlife values which exist on lands and waters 
under the control of the Department of the Navy are properly conserved through 
wise use. Responsible officers are encouraged to inform the personnel under 
their command of the need for such management and conservation and of the 
conservation programs curently being effected within this Department. 

10. Community relations. The proper management of renewable natural re- 
sources on military land is also a matter of concern to the general public. Com- 
manders are therefore encouraged to keep interested conservation groups and 
agencies apprised, through field trips, demonstrations, symposiums, etc., of the 
installation’s or facility’s program for the management and conservation of all 
renewable natural resources. 

11. Inspections. The Chief of Naval Operations, the Commandant of the 
Marine Corps, the Chiefs of all Bureaus, the Heads of all Offices, and the Com+ 
mandants of all Naval Districts and River Commands conducting comprehensive 
surveys and inspections shall include compliance with this Instruction in their 
surveys and inspections. 

12. Saving provisions. Nothing contained in this Instruction or in any regu- 
lations or agreements which implement this Instruction shall modify any rights 
granted by treaty or otherwise to any Indian tribe or to members thereof. 

Tuomas §. GATES, Jr., 
Secretary of the Navy. 
Distribution : 

All Shore Activities. 
(CONUS, and Territories only). 
Additional copies may be obtained from: 

NSC, Norfolk, Va. 

GSD, NSC, Oakland, Calif. 

Supply Dept., NCF, Washington, D.C. 


[Enclosure (1)] 
SECNAV 5800.8C 
5 September 1958 


July 16, 1958 
NUMBER 5500.5 
ASD (MP&R) 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE DIRECTIVES 


Subject : Management, Conservation and Harvesting of Fish and Game Resources. 
References: (a) DoD Instruction 5500.3, “Hunting and Fishing on Military 
Reservations,” Oct. 31, 56 (cancelled herein). 
(b) Migratory Bird Treaty Act (40 Stat. 755; 16 USC 703-711), as 
amended. 

(ec) Alaska Game Law (43 Stat. 739; 48 USC 191-213). 

(d) Sections 7(3) and 13, Title 18, USC. 

(e) Section 2671, Title 10, USC (PL 337, 85th Congress). 

(f) DOD Instruction 4150.6, “Standards for Maintaining Grounds.” 

(g) DOD Directive 5410.7, “Community Relations.” 


I. PURPOSE 


To implement Section 4 of Public Law 85-837 (Section 2671 of Title 10, United 
State Code) which confers certain responsibilities on the Secretary of Defense 
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with respect to the management, conservation, and harvesting of fish and game 
resources on military reservations and facilities. 


It. CANCELLATION 


Reference (a) is hereby superseded and cancelled. 


Ill, POLICY 


A. All military installations or facilities which contain suitable land and 
water areas as determined after cunsultation with authorized State or Federal 
conservation authorities shall have an active, progressive program for the 
management of renewable natural resources. Such programs will incorporate 
proper techniques and be designed to promote the conservation, through wise 
use, of the soil, water, forests, grasslands, fish and wildlife, and will include 
assistance and participation in research projects conducted by Federal, Terri- 
torial, State, and local conservation agencies. 

B. When valid subsisting agreements do not exist, or if present programs 
are not in accordance with this directive, commanders of installations referred 
to in A, above, will seek appropriate agreements with Federal, Territorial, 
State, and local conservation agencies to effect programs and measures for 
the management, conservation, and harvesting of fish and game resources. 

C. Commanders of installations referred to in A above will develop, subject 
to safety requirements and military security, and in cooperation with the Gov- 
ernor or his designee of the State or Territory in which installations or facili- 
ties under their control are located, procedures under which designated fish, 
game, or conservation officials of that State or Territory may, at such time 
and under such conditions as may be agreed upon, have full access to installa- 
tions or facilities to effect measures for the management, conservation, and 
harvesting of fish and game resources. 

D. With respect to the granting of hunting, fishing, and trapping privileges 
to persons other than those assigned to or living on any military installation or 
facility, such persons will stand at par with each other except in what might 
be very special circumstances involving military security or in areas under 
military control set aside for rest and recuperation purposes as approved by the 
Secretary of Defense. 


IV. IMPLEMENTATION OF SECTION 2671, CHAPTER 159, TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE 


A. Hunting, fishing, and trapping at each military installation or facility 
under the jurisdiction of any military department in a State or Territory will 
be in accordance with the fish and game laws of the State or Territory in which 
it is located. 

B. At each military installation or facility under the jurisdiction of any mili- 
tary department in a State or Territory, appropriate licenses for hunting, fishing, 
or trapping on that installation or facility will be obtained, except that with 
respect to members of the Armed Forces, such a license may be required only if 
the State or Territory authorizes the issuance of a license to a member on active 
duty for a period of more than thirty days at an installation or facility within 
that State or Territory, without regard to residence requirements, and upon 
terms otherwise not less favorable than the terms upon which such a license is 
issued to residents of that State or Territory. (The clause “for a period of more 
than thirty days” indicates eligibility of an individual when first physically 
present for duty on such orders. ) 

C. Whoever is guilty of an act or omission which violates a requirement pre- 
scribed under Subsection IV, A or B, above, which act of omission would be 
punishable if committed or omitted within the jurisdiction of the State or 
Territory in which the installation or facility is located, by the laws thereof in 
effect at the time of that act or omission, is guilty of a like offense and is subject 
to like punishment. 


V. PROCEDURES FOR IDENTIFYING CIVILIAN CONSERVATION OFFICIALS 


Installation commanders in the implementation of this directive will cooper- 
ate with authorized civilian conservation officials acceptable to the installation 
commander and the Governor of a State or Territory, for the purpose of effect- 
ing measures for the management, conservation, and harvesting of fish and game 
resources. Persons so designated will be issued a DD Form 1221, Identification 
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Card and Pass Permit, by the installation commander to be used only under the 
terms and conditions specified. 


VI. COMMUNITY RELATIONS 


In developing agreements and procedures with State and local authorities, 
representatives of the Armed Forces will bear in mind at all times the importance 
of establishing, maintaining, and improving Armed Forces community relations, 
in keeping with the provisions of reference (g). 


VII. INSPECTION 


The Secretaries of the Military Departments will require periodic inspections 
to insure compliance with this program. 


VIII. SAVING PROVISION 


Nothing contained in this directive or implementing regulations or agree 
ments shall modify any rights granted by treaty or otherwise to any Indian 
tribe or to members thereof. 


IX, IMPLEMENTATION 


Each Military Department will take action to implement this directive. Copies 
of implementing instructions will be forwarded to the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (Manpower, Personnel, and Reserve) within sixty days after the date of 
this directive. 

Neri McEtLroy, 
Secretary of Defense. 


[Enclosure (2)] 
Pusiic LAw 337—85TH CoNGRESS 


SECTION 4 


Chapter 159 of title 10, United States Code, is amended as follows: 
(1) By adding the following new section at the end: 


“§ 2671. Military reservations and facilities: hunting, fishing, and trapping 


“(a) The Secretary of Defense shall, with respect to each military installation 
or facility under the jurisdiction of any military department in a State or 
Territory— 


“(1) require that all hunting, fishing, and trapping at that installation 
or facility be in accordance with the fish and game laws of the State or 
Territory in which it is located ; 

“(2) require that an appropriate license for hunting, fishing, or trapping 
on that installation or facility be obtained, except that with respect to mem- 
bers of the Armed Forces, such a license may be required only if the State 
or Territory authorizes the issuance of a license to a member on active duty 
for a period of more than thirty days at an installation or facility within 
that State or Territory, without regard to residence requirements, and upon 
terms otherwise not less favorable than the terms upon which such a license 
is issued to residents of that State or Territory ; and 

“(3) develop, subject to safety requirements and military security, and in 
cooperation with the Governor (or his designee) of the State or Territory in 
which the installation or facility is located, procedures under which desig- 
nated fish and game or conservation officials of that State of Territory may, 
at such time and under such conditions as may be agreed upon, have full 
access to that installation or facility to effect measures for the management, 
conservation, and harvesting of fish and game resources. 


“(b) The Secretary of Defense shall prescribe regulations to carry out this 
section. 

“(c) Whoever is guilty of an act or omission which violates a requirement 
prescribed under subsection (a) (1) or (2), which act or omission would be 
punishable if committed or omitted within the jurisdiction of the State or Ter- 
ritory in which the installation or facility is located, by the laws thereof in ef- 
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fect at the time of that act or omission, is guilty of a like offense and is subject 
to a like punishment. 

“(d) This section does not modify any rights granted by treaty or otherwise to 
any Indian tribe or to the members thereof.” 

(2) By adding the following new item at the end of the analysis: 


“2671. Military reservations and facilities: hunting, fishing, and trapping.” 


[Enclosure (3) ] 
List OF GUBERNATORIAL DESIGNEES APPOINTED TO DATE 


Alabama: Mr. W. H. Drinkard, director, State department of conservation, 711 
High Street, Montgomery, Ala. 

California: Mr. Seth Gordon, director, State department of fish and game, 722 
Capitol Avenue, Sacramento, Calif. 

Connecticut: Mr. Lyle M. Thorpe, director, State board of fisheries and game, 
State Office Building, Hartford, Conn. 

Delaware: Mr. Norman G. Wilder, director, State board of game and fish com- 
missioners, Dover, Del. 

Florida: Mr. Julian R. Alford, chairman, State game and fresh water fish com- 
mission, 646 West Tennessee Street, Tallahassee, Fla. 

Georgia: Mr. Fulton Lovell, director, State game and fish commission, 401 State 
Capitol, Atlanta, Ga. 

Idaho: Mr. Ross Leonard, director, State department of fish and game, 518 
Front Street, Boise, Idaho. 

Illinois: Mr. Glen D. Palmer, director, State department of conservation, State 
Office Building, Springfield, Ill. 

Louisiana : 

Maj. Gen. Raymond F. Hufft, USANG, the adjutant general of the Louisiana 
National Guard, Building No. 56, Jackson Barracks, New Orleans, La. 

Mr. F. Lamar Clement, director and secretary, State wild life and fisheries 
commission, 126 Civil Courts Building, New Orleans, La. 

Maine: Mr. Roland H. Cobb, commissioner, State department of inland fisheries 
and game, State House, Augusta, Maine. 

Maryland: Mr. John P. Tawes, chairman, State board of natural resources, 
State Office Building, Annapolis, Md. 

Massachusetts: Mr. Francis W. Sargent, commissioner, Commonwealth depart- 
ment of natural resources, 15 Ashburton Place, Boston, Mass. 

Minnesota: Dr. George A. Selke, commissioner, State department of conserva- 
tion, State Office Building, St. Paul, Minn. 

Missouri: Mr. William E. Towell, director, State conservation commission, 
Monroe Building, Jefferson City, Mo. 

Montana: Mr. W. J. Everin, deputy director, State fish and game commission, 
Helena, Mont. 

Nebraska: Mr. Melvin O. Steen, director, State game, forestation and parks com- 
mission, State Capitol Building, Lincoln, Nebr. 

Nevada: Hon. Charles H. Russell, Governor of Nevada, Carson City, Nev. 

New Jersey: Mr. A. Heaton Underhill, director, division of fish and game, State 
department of conservation and economic development, 230 West State Street, 
Trenton, N.J. 

New York: Mr. Sharon J. Mauhs, commissioner, State conservation department, 
Arcade Building, Broadway and Maiden Lane, Albany, N.Y. 

North Carolina: Mr. Clyde P. Patton, executive director, State wildlife resources 
commission, Post Office Box No. 2919, Raleigh, N.C. 

North Dakota: Mr. I. G. Bue, commissioner, State game and fish department, 
Capitol Building, Bismarck, N. Dak. 

Ohio: Mr. Herbert B. Eagon, director, State department of natural resources, 
1106 Ohio Departments’ Building, Columbus, Ohio. 

Pennsylvania: 

Maj. Gen. A. J. Drexel Biddle, USANG, the adjutant general of the Penn- 
sylvania National Guard, Rural Free Delivery Route No. 2, Annville, Pa. 

Mr. Maurice K. Goddard, secretary, Pennsylvania Department of Forests 
and Waters, Education Building, Harrisburg, Pa. 

Mr. William Voigt, Jr., executive director, Pennsylvania Fish Commission, 
Harrisburg, Pa. 
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Mr. Merton J. Golden, executive director, Pennsylvania Game Commission, 
Harrisburg, Pa. 
South Carolina: Mr. George Warren, chairman, South Carolina Wildlife Re- 
sources Commission, Post Office Box No. 360, Columbia, 8.C. 
South Dakota: Mr. Harry R. Woodward, acting director, South Dakota De- 
partment of Game, Fish, and Parks, State Office Building, Pierre, S. Dak. 
Texas: Mr. H. D. Dodgen, executive secretary, State game and fish commission, 
Austin, Tex. 

Utah: Mr. Harold S. Crane, director, Utah State Department of Fish and Game, 
1596 W. N. Temple, Salt Lake City, Utah. 

Virginia: Mr. C. F. Phelps, executive director, Commonwealth Commission of 
Game and Inland Fisheries, Post Office Box No. 1642, Richmond, Va. 

Washington: Mr. John A. Biggs, director, State department of game, 509 Fair- 
view Avenue North, Seattle, Wash. 

West Virginia: Dr. Warden M. Lane, director, Conservation Commission of 
West Virginia, Charleston, W.Va. 

Wisconsin: Mr. L. P. Voigt, director, Wisconsin Conservation Department, State 
Office Building, Madison, Wis. 


Wyoming: Mr. A. F. C. Greene, State game and fish commissioner, Post Office 
Box No. 378, Cheyenne, Wyo. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C. 
SECNAV 11015.3 CH-1 
SO-1 


22 Jan. 1959 
SECNAYV Instruction 11015.3 Change Transmittal 


From: Secretary of the Navy. 
To: Distribution List. 
Subj: CH-1 to SECNAVINST 11015.3 of 5 Sep 1958, Subj: Management, conser- 
vation and harvesting of fish and game resources. 
Encl: (1) Enclosure (4) to subject Instructon (Department of the Navy Policy 
for Procurement and Issuance of DD Form 1221). 
1. Purpose. The purpose is to inform addressees of the availability of Identifi- 


eation Card and Pass Permit (DD Form 1221) and to provide guidance for the 
procurement and issuance thereof. 


2. Action. Change SECNAV Instruction 5800.8C as follows: 


a. Under enclosures on page 1, insert: “(4) Department of the Navy Policy 
for Procurement and Issuance of DD Form 1221”. 


b. Attach enclosure (1) hereto as enclosure (4) to basic instruction. 
3. Cancellation. This Change Transmittal is cancelled after changes have 
been completed. 
W. B. FRANKE, 


Under Secretary of the Navy. 
Distribution List: 


All Shore Activities (CONUS, and Territories only) 
Copy to: 

SecArmy (w/copy basic Inst.) 

SecAF (w/copy basic Inst.) 
Additional copies may be obtained from: 

NSC, Norfolk, Va. 

GSD, NSC, Oakland, Calif. 

Supply Dept., NCF, Washington, D.C. 


[Enclosure (4) ] 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY POLICY FOR PROCUREMENT AND ISSUANCE ofr DD 
Form 1221 
Supplies of Identification Card and Pass Permit (DD Form 1221) may be 
obtained as follows: 


Navy—On requisition submitted to Forms and Publications Supply Dis- 


tribution Points, Naval Supply Centers, Norfolk, Virginia, and Oakland, 
California. 


Marine Corps—Normal source of supply. 


In view of the limited supply of DD Form 1221, addressees should requisition 
quantities commensurate with their immediate requirements. 
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In the issuance of subject forms, addressees will adhere to the following 
policy : 

a. Officers in command or in charge will not delegate signature authority. 

b. Strict accountability will be maintained and every effort made to recall 
cards expired or voided for reason. 

ec. Expiration date will be not more than one year from date of issuance. 

d. Individual activity serial numbers assigned will be prefixed by “USN” or 
“USMC” as appropriate. 

e. Naval facilities will be utilized wherever practicable to provide the 
required photograph and subsequent lamination of DD Form 1221. 


SECNAV 11015.2 
JAG :133.1 :kh 
14 Apr 1958 
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C. 
SECNAV Instruction 11015.2 
From: Secretary of the Navy. 
To: Distribution List. 
Subj: Management and conservation of renewable natural resources. 
Encl: (1) BUDOCKSINST 11014.17 w/encl. 
(2) MCO 11017.1 w/o encl. 
(3) BUDOCKSINST 11015.6 w/o encl. 

1. Purpose. To redistribute the enclosures and to emphasize the responsibility 
for action under subject programs. 

2. Policy. It is the policy of the Department of the Navy that all activities 
which contain suitable land or water areas shall have an active, progressive 
program for the management of renewable natural resources and incorporate 
therein modern techniques. 

8. Action. 

a. Commanding Officers and Officers in Charge concerned are directed to ex- 
pedite the development and implementation of the land management plans and 
programs as directed by enclosures (1) and (2). 

b. The Bureau of Yards and Docks has established billets for soil conservation 
consultants at the Bureau and at Naval District and River Command head- 
quarters. When requested by Commanding Officers or Officers in Charge, the 
consultants prepare the station soil conservation plans as required by enclosure 
(3). Such plans will be redesignated land management plans to indicate more 
accurately their scope; the plans and land management plans prepared by the 
Marine Corps are to implement enclosures (1) and (2). 

ec. The Chief of Naval Operations, the Commandant of the Marine Corps, the 
Chiefs of all Bureaus and Offices, and Commandants of Naval Districts and 
River Commands conducting comprehensive surveys and inspections shall in- 
clude the programs prescribed by enclosures (1) and (2) in these surveys and 
inspections. 

W. B. FRANKE, 
Under Secretary of the Navy. 
Distribution : 
SNDL Part II (CONUS only). 


{Enclosure (1)] 

BUDOCKS 11014.17 

M-222/LET :ra 

28 November 1955 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAvy, 
BUREAU OF YARDS AND Docks, 
Washington, D.C. 
BUDOCKS Instruction 11014.17 
From : Chief, Bureau of Yards and Docks. 
To: Distribution List. 
Subj: Standards for Maintaining Grounds. 
Encl: (1) Standards for Maintaining Grounds. 
1. Purpose. The purpose of this Instruction is to forward Department of 

Defense Standards for Maintaining Grounds as directed by the Secretary of 
the Navy and to advise all activities that compliance therewith is required. 
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2. Applicability. This Instruction applies to all activities of the Navy having 
ground areas to maintain. 
3. Information. Maintenance and Operation of Public Works and Public 
Utilities, NAVDOCKS TP-Pw-30, is being revised to include all provisions of 
enclosure (1). This revision will be issued at a later date. In the interim, a 
copy of this Instruction should be inserted at the beginning of Part G of 
NAVDOCKS TP-Pw-30. Requests for assistance in the implementation of this 
Instruction should be made to the District Public Works Officer. 
4. Action. Compliance with the provisions of enclosure (1) is required by 
all activities of the Naval Shore Establishment. 
J. A. MCHENRY, 
Deputy Chief of Bureau. 
Distribution : 
SNDL Part 2: A2ZA (ONR, ONM only), A3, A5, A6, E4, F, G, H, J, K (less 
K24), L, M, N (25 copies to N2), P, R 
BuDocks Internal List IIT 
Copy to: SNDL Part 2: (B1 (ASTSECDEF (P&I) ) 


STANDARDS FoR MAINTAINING GROUNDS 


1. PURPOSE 


To provide uniform basic standards for maintaining grounds at military in- 
stallations. These standards are required to implement effectively the policies 
of the Department of Defense as related to grounds. Departmental technical 
manuals on maintenance of grounds supplement these standards. 


2. APPLICABILITY 


These Standards apply to all installations of the Military Departments having 
ground areas to maintain. 


3. DEFINITIONS 


a. Grounds——Grounds are defined as all areas not occupied by buildings, 
structures, pavements, and railroads. Grounds at military installations are 
grouped in three categories, in accordance with the intensity of maintenance 
required. 

(1) Improved. Grounds on which intensive development and mainte- 
nance measures are performed. This category normally applies to areas 
within the built-up section of an installation which contain lawns and land- 
scape plants; parade grounds; drill fields; athletic facilities; as well as 
cemeteries, golf courses (excluding roughs), and other similar areas. 

(2) Semi-improved. Grounds on which periodic recurring maintenance 
is performed but of a lesser degree than on improved grounds. This cate- 
gory includes airfields, rifle and pistol ranges, ammunition storage, and 
other similar areas. 

(3) Unimproved. All other areas excluded from the above categories. 

b. Land Management Plan.—This plan shall show the acreage of improved, 
semi-improved, and unimproved grounds at an installation, as well as land usage 
and capabilities. It, also, will outline maintenance, conservation, and im- 
provement programs for grounds. The objective of the plan is to increase the 
value of the land for military purposes and prevent the waste and destruction 
of natural resources. 

4, OBJECTIVE 


The objective is to maintain and manage all lands under military jurisdiction 
in a manner that will facilitate the military operations conducted thereon and 
at the same time protect the real estate investments from depreciation, exploita- 
tion, and depletion. Standards outlined herein shall be used to attain these 
objectives. 

5. GENERAL 

a. The degree of maintenance of grounds to be performed shall be governed by 

the permanency of the installation; operational requirements; installation’s 


programs for health, recreation, and morale; and protection of valuable natural 
resources, 
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b. Planning.— 

(1) Land Management Plans. These plans shall be developed and ap- 
plied continuously for those installations having sufficient acreage to con- 
stitute a grounds maintenance problem. The plans shall describe and show 
all important phases of land use and capabilities and prescribe standards 
for grounds maintenance for an installation, including, but not limited to, 
improved areas, airfields, forests or woodlands of existing or potential 
commercial value, and areas which can be used and managed for agri- 
culture, grazing, or as recreational and wildlife development projects, 
Plans shall be in consonance with the master development plan of the 
installations. 

(2) Fire Prevention Plan. Land management plans shall incorporate 
necessary fire prevention and fire suppression measures essential to the pre- 
vention of waste and destruction of valuable natural resources. These 
measures shall be applied continuously and this aspect of the land manage- 
ment plan should be coordinated with Federal, state, county, municipal or 
other community agencies and with nearby landowners, as appropriate. 

e. Technical Guidance and Assistance.— 

(1) Guidance. The establishment of land management plans and land- 
scape development, shall be based upon military requirements, protection of 
property, conservation of natural resources, and the health, morale, and 
welfare of personnel. Technical personnel qualified in land management, 
grounds maintenance, development of landscape plans shall be used to 
establish these programs. 

(2) Assistance. Agencies and organizations such as the U.S. Depart- 
ments of Agriculture and Interior, state conservation departments and 
agriculture experiment stations, county agriculture agents, and others can 
provide assistance and may be used to assist with plans, recommendations, 
and specifications for grounds projects. 

(3) Specifications and Testing. All materials used in maintenance and 
improvement of grounds and work performed in connection therewith, 
whether accomplished by contract or by installation personnel, shall be, 
where practical, prescribed under appropriate Federal, military or other 
authorized specifications, and inspected or tested for compliance with the 
provisions of those specifications. 

d. Leased Lands.—When lands are outleased, the maintenance of such lands 
shall comply with land management plans and other requirements consistent 
with these standards. In determining the extent and nature of Government 
maintenance of grounds held under lease, permit or easement, the terms of the 
authorizing documents shall be considered. 


6. GROUNDS AT INSTALLATIONS OR PORTIONS THEREOF IN AN ACTIVE STATUS 


a. Improved Grounds.—Lands in this category shall be intensively maintained 
at the level necessary to protect the investments therein and to present a satis- 
factory appearance. The work on such areas should include, but not be limited 
to, periodic mowing: fertilization; runoff, erosion, and dust control; weed, 
insect, and rodent control; plant disease control; pruning and replacement of 
trees and shrubs; removal of debris and traffic control as it may apply to the 
maintenance of grounds. 

b. Semi-improved Grounds.—Lands in this category shall be maintained at 
a lesser degree than improved grounds but at a level necessary to prevent dust 
and erosion problems that will interfere with operations or present hazards to 
safety or lessen future value of the land. Such maintenance operations may 
include, but not be limited to, moving; fertilization; runoff, erosion and dust 
control; weed and plant disease control; renovation and revegetation; the elimi- 
nation of fire hazards; and similar types of work as required. 

ce. Unimproved Grounds.—Lands in this category shall be maintained only at 
a level necessary to prevent waste of natural resources, including management 
of woodlands, grasslands, and croplands and the prevention and suppression of 
fires. Normally, no intensive maintenance work should be accomplished but 
measures shall be taken to control excessive or injurious dust, erosion, poison 
and noxious weeds. 

d, Control Measures.— 

(1) Mowing. In general, vegetative areas shall be mowed at a maximum 
height consistent with their current use. Mowing schedules should be regu- 
lated by the amount of growth. Equipment should be selected that will pro- 





FISH AND GAME CONSERVATION 31 


vide the most economical and efficient mowing for the respective areas of 
an installation. 

(2) Fertilization and Sceding. Soil capability classifications should be 
used to assist in the establishment and maintenance of turf and other ground 
cover. 

Grounds should be fertilized to the extent required to maintain satis- 
factory vegetative cover for the control of dust and erosion, and to promote 
the growth of healthy plants. 

In general, the addition of topsoil for the establishment or reconditioning 
of large turf areas should be restricted to areas where tests have shown 
that the use of such material is an essential requirement or will result 
in lower costs. Prior to spoiling topsoil from construction areas, the need 
for reuse should be determined. If required, the topsoil should be stock- 
piled. 

Selection of kind of seed and fertilizer and rates of use should be in ae- 
cordance with the installation’s land management plans, and with applicable 
Departmental technical manuals. 

(3) Irrigation. Irrigation shall be limited to areas where supplemental 
water is essential to establish and support vegetative cover for preventing 
dust and erosion problems or loss of established turfed areas and principal 
landscape planting. The amounts of irrigation shall be limited to that 
necessary to meet the minimum requirements of such areas. Irrigation 
schedules shall be in accordance with the installation’s water conservation 
program and shall not interfere with normal military and domestie water 
supply requirements. 

Prior to installing underground piping for irrigation, the need should be 
justified on an economic basis, i.e., initial cost and amortization of mainte- 
nance and operation costs. The location of an underground system should 
not conflict with the master plan for the installation. 

(4) Weed and Poisonous Plant. Weed control measures shall be applied 
in all cases where the quality of existing vegetative cover is affected by the 
growth of weeds, or where a fire or other hazard is presented. However, 
attempts to secure weedless turf for such locations as lawns, fairways, and 
athletic areas, are costly and not warranted. 

Poisonous plants and noxious weeds shall be controlled or destroyed when 
they interfere with the efficient use of the installation, present hazards 
to the health and welfare of personnel, or constitute a source of weed in- 
festation to adjacent property. State laws should be observed in all weed 
control matters. 

(5) Dust. All control treatments including vegetation, anchored mulch, 
oil palliatives, and gravel and crushed rock blankets will be applied and 
maintained to the degree necessary to prevent the development of serious 
dust problems. In order to control dust having its source off the installation, 
assistance of community and of State and Federal agencies authorized to 
develop soil-conserving measures should be obtained where necessary. 

(6) Drainage, Runoff, and Erosion Control. All storm drainage systems 
and contributing areas shall be maintained to the extent necessary to pre- 
vent: the ponding of water on or adjacent to paved surfaces; damaging soil 
erosion; formation of breeding places for pests and disease-transmitting 
insects; and recurring flooding and ponding of intensively used areas. 

(7) Traffic. Vehicular and pedestrian traffic should be restricted to desig- 
nated traffic areas. 

Miscellaneous Items.— 

(1) Landscape Development Plan. Grounds improvement work shall be 
in accordance with a landscape development program. Such a program shall 
include the establishment of priorities for all landscape development and 
improvement work. Landscaping should be of an informal, practical de- 
sign, in keeping with the surroundings, requiring the minimum amount of 
maintenance. The establishment of isolated flower gardens and shrub groups 
within lawn areas, rock gardens, rock borders, and unessential fences that 
interfere with mowing shall be avoided. Whitewashing and painting of trees 
and shrubs for beautification purposes, and the use of woody vines for such 
purposes, shall be prohibited. 

(2) Woodlands. Forest areas of commercial value shall be maintained 
in accordance with the management plan which will include provisions for 
the removal of dead, diseased, or poor risk trees; the harvesting of mer- 
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chantable timber; protection from fire; control of disease and insects, re 
forestation, and other approved practices. 

(3) Golf Courses. Golf courses, in general, should be maintained at a 
standard equivalent to other improved areas but should not receive priority 
in the performance of maintenance. 

(4) Greenhouses and Plant Nurseries. Plant materials required for re- 
placement and/or improvement of grounds as specified in an approved plant- 
ing plan should be obtained from local adapted species when appropriate, 
Native planting material will be utilized when suitable stock is available 
from Federal or State nurseries. Procurement from commercial sources shall 
be made where greenhouses and nurseries cannot be justified in accordance 
with the provisions of BUDOCKSINST 4860 10. 

f. Preventive Maintenance and Inspection.—Preventive maintenance services 
shall be performed in accordance with the land management plan. Routine 
periodic inspections and special inspections after heavy rainfall, high water, 
and wind storms shall be made as required to permit analysis and correction of 
any failures. 

Inspections by qualified, technical personnel shall be made of all grounds at 
least annually, preferably during the growing season. 


7. GROUNDS AT INSTALLATIONS OR PORTIONS THEREOF IN AN INACTIVE STATUS 


a. General Maintenance.—Improved grounds shall be mowed to eliminate fire 
hazards and to preserve the investment in lawn-type vegetation with a minimum 
of maintenance. Mowing of all other grounds shall be done only as a fire preven- 
tion measure and to control poisonous and noxious plant growth. Maintenance 
of landscaped plantings will be confined to the removal of dead or diseased 
trees and broken limbs and to work required to prevent loss of principal plant- 
ings. Crushed rock and other dust control measures should be maintained to 
prevent loss of protective cover. Maintenance of drainage systems and con- 
tirbuting areas will be performed to prevent erosion, flooding, and damage to 
buildings and structures. Woodlands should be protected and maintained in 
accordance with the management plan. 

b. Inspection.—Inspection of all grounds shall be performed at least annually 
and after each violent storm which causes excessive runoff, or which damages 
trees and other plantings. 


[Enclosure (2) ] 


SECNAV11015.2 
MCO 11017.1 
COC-2512-elj 
1 Jun 1956 
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAvy, 
HEADQUARTERS, UNITED STATES MARINE Corps, 
Washington, D.C. 
Marine Corps Order 11017.1 
From: Commandant of the Marine Corps. 
To: Distribution of Listing No. 43. 
Subj: Standards for Maintaining Grounds. 
Encl: (1) Copy of subject standards. 


1. Purpose. The purpose of this Order is to establish uniform basic standards 
for the maintenance of grounds at Marine Corps installations. 

2. Cancellation. CMC ltr COC-—2512-mk of 17 Feb 1956. Subj: Standards for 
Maintaining Grounds. Enclosure (1) will be removed therefrom and attached 
to this Order as enclosure (1). 

3. Applicability. This Order applies to all installations of the Marine Corps 
having ground areas to maintain. 

4. Definitions. a. Grounds.—Grounds are defined as all areas not occupied 
by buildings, structures, pavements, and railroads. Grounds are grouped in 
three categories, in accordance with the intensity of maintenance required. 

(1) Improved: Grounds on which intensive development and maintenance 
measures are performed. This category normally applies to areas within the 
built-up section of an installation which contains lawns and landscape 
plants; parade grounds; drill fields; athletic facilities; as well as ceme- 
teries, golf courses (excluding roughs) and other similar areas. 
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(2) Semi-Improved: Grounds on which periodic recurring maintenance is 
performed but of a lesser degree than on improved grounds. This category 
includes airfields, rifle and pistol ranges, ammunition storage, and other 
similar areas. 

(3) Unimproved: All other areas excluded from the above categories. 

b. Land Management Plan.—This plan shall show the acreage of improved, 
semi-improved, and unimproved grounds at an installation, as well as land 
usage and capabilities. It also will outline maintenance, conservation, and 
improvement programs for grounds. The objective of the plan is to increase 
the value of the land for military purposes and prevent the waste and destruc- 
tion of natural resources. 

5. Objective. The objective is to maintain and manage all lands under Marine 
Corps jurisdiction in a manner that will facilitate the military operations con- 
ducted thereon and at the same time, protect the real estate investments from 
depreciation, exploitation, and depletion. Standards outlined in the Enclosure 
shall be used to attain these objectives. 

6. Effective Date. This Order is effective immediately. 

By direction: 


P. H. MILLICHAP. 


{Enclosure (3) ] 


BUDOCKS 11015.6 
D-217/WDE 
21 July 1955 
DEPARTMENT OF THE Navy, 
BUREAU OF YARDS AND Docks, 
Washington, D.C. 
BUDOCKS Instruction 11015.6 
From: Chief, Bureau of Yards and Docks. 
To: Distribution List. 
Subj: Soil Conservation Plans. 


Encl: (1) Soil Conservation Requirements in Maintenance, Long-Term Plan, 
U.S. NRS, Cheltenham, Maryland. 
(2) Soil Conservation Requirements in Maintenance, Annual Increment 
FY 1956, U.S. NRS, Cheltenham, Maryland. 

1. Purpose. To establish planning procedures and standard plans for soil 
conservation programs in connection with the maintenance of grounds and 
ground structures. These procedures and standard plans are to be employed 
by District Public Works Offices in assisting activities to establish maintenance 
requirements for soil conservation programs. 

2. Maintenance Requirements. a. The Maintenance requirements of an area 
are of two types. One type is based on the appearanc factors and the opera- 
tional needs ; the other type is based on land factors. 

b. Requirements for appearance and operational needs may vary widely be- 
tween areas where turf grasses are necessary and those areas where rough 
grass covers are acceptable. The turf grasses are more costly to establish and 
maintain, and mowing for appearance is an important and costly requirement. 

ec. The maintenance requirements that are based on land factors will vary 
with the soil, water, climate, and erosion. Poor soils may require heavy fertiliz- 
ation whereas adverse conditions of water, climate, or erosion may also increase 
the maintenance work. 

3. Two Type of Plans Needed. a. Two types of plans are required for each 
activity. One type is a long-term plan that shows the most important problems 
and the general maintenance requirements. Enclosure (1) is an actual long- 
term plan for NRS, Cheltenham, Maryland, used as a sample for purposes of 
this Instruction. 

b. The second type plan is for the annual increment, and enclosure (2) shows 
the FY 1956 increment for NRS, Cheltenham. 

c. Both types of plans should provide the minimum conservation require 
ments for the protection of structures and to guard the naval land inventory 
against substantial damage by uncontrolled run off and soil erosion. 

4, Distribution of Plans. a. One copy of the long-term plan should be for- 
warded to the activity and one copy to the Bureau. Several copies will be 
needed in the DPWO. 
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b. The plan for the annual increment should not be forwarded to the Bureau. 
One copy should be supplied the activity and an appropriate number of copies 
retained in the DPWOL. 

5. Responsibilities. Preparation of plans should be through joint effort or 
the DPWO and the activity. Responsibility for preparation of plans is a fune- 
tion of DB-112 under the supervision of DB-100. Coordination of the imple- 
mentation program between the DPWO and the activity is a function of DD- 
222 under the supervision of DD—-100. 

6. Sample Plans. Enclosures (1) and (2), which are sample long-term and 
annual increment plans, are being distributed to all DPWO’s and DBOD’s. These 
can be used for guidance in developing plans for each activity. Additional 
copies of this Instruction with enclosures (1) and (2) may be requested from 
the nearest District Publications and Printing Office. 

7. Action. Plans similar to enclosures (1) and (2) shall be developed for 
all activities on which the DPWO is giving technical advice in connection with 
maintenance programs for grounds and ground structures. 


J. A. STELGER, 
Assistant Chief for Planning, and Design. 
Distribution : 

SNDL Part 2: A5 (Less BuDocks, 10 copies each to all others) Bl 
(ASTSECDEF (P&I) 5 copies), N1 (10 copies each), N2 (10 copies to 
SRNC, 30 copies each to all others). 

BuDocks Internal List III (2 copies each to Division Directors, 1 copy 
each to all others). 


*AFR 125-5 

1-6 
Arr Force REGULATION DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
NO. 125-5 Washington, 6 November 1958 


Provost MARSHAL ACTIVITIES 


FISH AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION PROGRAM 


This regulation establishes an Air Force-wide and centrally monitored fish and 
wildlife management and conservation program at Air Force installations. It 
authorizes appointment of conservation committees, and describes functions of 
their members. This regulation implements DOD Directive 5500.5, Management, 
Conservation and Harvesting of Fish and Game Resources, 16 July 1958. 


1, Air Force Property. Air Force property will be managed and developed to 
provide maximum fish and wildlife resources, consistent with the mission of the 
installation. Air Force ranges not located on an installation will not be closed 
to public hunting, trapping, and fishing unless safety, military security, or opera- 
tional requirements fully justify the closing. Fishing, hunting, and trapping will 
be encouraged as recreational activities. 

2. Conservation Practices. The land management plan required by AFR 90-1, 
and supplemented by AFM 85-6, should contain plans for the management and 
conservation of fish and wildlife resources. Commanders of Air Force installa- 
tions and ranges will issue regulations to authorize and control hunting, trapping, 
and fishing. Such regulations: 

a. Will conform to applicable Federal, State, or Territorial fish and game laws 
regarding season, bag limit, size and sex restrictions, and other conservation 
measures. 


b. In oversea areas, will conform to the laws of the nation in which the instal- 
lation is located. 


ec. Will include measures to insure security and personal safety, and to prevent 
fire and property damage. 

d. May be more restrictive than Federal, State, or Territorial conservation 
regulations in order to insure control and proper management practices. They 
will not be more liberal, except to harvest excess fish or game that is causing 
damage or constitutes a danger, and then only with the written approval of 
proper Federal, State, or Territorial officials. 

e. Will include assistance and participation in research projects conducted by 
Federal, State, Territorial, and local conservation agencies, except when such a 
program would be incompatible with the installation mission. 


*This regulation supersedes AFR 125-5, 20 August 1957. 
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8. Civilian Sportsmen. Restrictions on the use of Air Force areas by civilian 
sportsmen will be kept to the minimum which the local commander considers 
necessary for the safety, security, and protection of Government property ; morale 
and welfare of his personnel; rest and recuperation purposes; and the efficient 
accomplishment of his mission. With respect to granting hunting, fishing, and 
trapping privileges to persons other than those assigned to or living on any mili- 
tary installation or facility, such persons will be on an equal basis with one 
another. However, the local commander, under circumstances involving military 
security or mission accomplishment, may prevent any or all persons from enter- 
ing specified areas. He may also set aside areas for rest and recuperation pur- 
poses, as approved by the Secretary of Defense. 

4. Sportsmen’s Organizations. The Air Force encourages and supports organ- 
ization of installation sportsmen’s activities, such as rod and gun clubs, outdoor 
clubs, and fish and game clubs, established for wholesome recreation, improve- 
ment of conservation education and practices, better sportsmanship, and similar 
objectives. 

5. Licenses to Hunt, Trap, or Fish. On Air Force installations and ranges mili- 
tary and civilian personnel must have licenses to hunt, trap, or fish in accordance 
with applicable Federal, State, or Territorial requirements. 

6. Applicability of Laws. a. On Air Force installations under exclusive Fed- 
eral jurisdiction, State penal game and fish laws concerning bag limits, seasons, 
and other such conservation measures are operative as Federal laws and are en- 
forceable by Federal officials. State officials are without authority in such areas 
unless, with the approval of the installation commander, they have also been 
appointed as Federal officials by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to enforce 
fish and game laws on the installation. 

b. On Air Force installations under concurrent jurisdiction, State penal fish 
and game laws are operative as Federal laws and are enforceable by Federal 
officials. State laws also are operative as State laws, and are enforceable by 
State officials. On these installations the Federal and State Governments have 
equal jurisdiction, and the one first apprehending a violator may prosecute and 
punish. 

ec. On installations over which Federal jurisdiction has not been obtained, 
State laws are operative as State laws and are enforceable by State officials. 

d. Air Force personnel who hunt, fish, or trap in areas outside Air Force instal- 
lations are subject to all hunting, fishing, and trapping laws of the civil jurisdic- 
tion, including payment of required license fees. 

7. Cooperation with State or Territorial Officials. Subject to safety require- 
ments and military security, and in cooperation with officials of the States or 
Territories in which the installation is located, installation commanders will de- 
velop procedures under which designated fish and game conservation officials, 
at such time and under such conditions as agreed upon, may have access to the 
installation to observe or effect measures to manage, conserve, and harvest fish 
and game resources. The installation commander will issue such officials a DD 
Form 1221, Identification Card and Pass Permit, to be used only under the terms 
and conditions specified. 

8. Appointment of Conservation Committee. Since a balanced fish and wild- 
life conservation program requires action on the part of a number of activities, 
the commander of an installation having a potential for the program will appoint 
a conservation committee. When practicable, Federal or State conservation 
officials should be invited to attend committee meetings in an advisory capacity. 

9. Conservation Committee Members. Normally, membership should include 
a representative of each of the offices listed below, who will function as follows 

(the committee structure may be varied to adjust to local conditions) : 

a. Provost Marshal. Monitors the program; maintains liaison with Federal, 
State, territorial, and/or local conservation agencies; and enforces fishing and 
hunting regulations. 

b. Installations. Advises on matters pertaining to construction of fishing 
ponds and control of streams; plantings for wildlife food and protection; use of 
insecticides and poisons for control; development of projects; and funding 
problems. A fish or wildlife development project should not be established unless 
the installation engineer approves it as practicable and within the capability 
of the installation to complete and maintain. The installation commander must 
approve any exception to this requirement. 

_ €. Operations. Advises on operational requirements that might restrict hunt- 
ing or fishing ; provides schedule of firing or bombing range utilization, including 
a requirement for specific areas and hours of operations; assists in establishing 
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open and closed hunting and fishing areas. Hunting and fishing will not be per- 
mitted on ranges without specific approval by the operations representatives. 

d. Judge Advocate. Acts as adviser on the legal aspects of licensing require- 
ments, enforcement jurisdiction, Air Force liability for civilian hunters and 
fishermen, and similar matters. 

e. Special Services. Advises on availability, handling, storage, and mainte- 
nance of hunting and fishing equipment and availability of special services per- 
sonnel and funds to operate the recreational aspect of the program. 

f. Information Services. Notifies the committee of his activities and informs 
all base personnel of the program; collects and releases information to news 
media representatives; coordinates program and activities which promote har- 
monious relationships with the local civilian community; and coordinates with 
other members to anticipate and eliminate sources of friction between Air Force 
personnel and the local community in hunting and fishing matters. 

g. Rod and Gun Club. Represents the installation sportsmen and serves ag 
liaison between installation and local civilian sportsmen’s groups. 

h. Ground Safety. Advises on matters pertaining to safeguarding individuals 
and Government property. Suggests standards and/or restrictions necessary in 
the use of boats (size, capacities, horsepower, protective devices, etc.), guns, 
fishing and water sports equipment, emergency or rescue gear. 

10. Technical Advice and Assistance, Commanders are encouraged to seek 
technical advice and assistance from and to execute cooperative agreements 
with Federal, State, or private conservation agencies to improve fish and game 
resources on their installation. 

11. Report on Conservation Program. In order to evaluate the effectiveness of 
the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Program, special reports will be requested 
as needed. Such reports should be prepared or reviewed by the conservation 
committee, unless otherwise indicated. 

By ORDER OF THE SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE: 

THOMAS D. Waitt, Chief of Staff. 
Official : 
J. L. Tarr 
Colonel, USAF 
Director of Administrative Services 
OPI: AFCPM-5C. 
Distribution: B. 


GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, D.C., May 13, 1960. 
Hon. Warren G. MaGnuson, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate. 


Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request to the Secretary of 
Defense for the views of the Department of Defense with respect to H.R. 2565, 
86th Congress, an act to promote effectual planning, development, maintenance, 
and coordination of wildlife, fish, and game conservation and rehabilitation in 
military reservations. 

The bill provides that the Secretary of Defense is authorized to cooperate with 
the Secretary of the Interior and the appropriate State agency of the several 
States in carrying out a cooperative program of planning, development, mainte- 
nance, and coordination of wildlife, fish, and game management in military reser- 
vations. The cooperative plan may provide for the issuance of special hunting 
and fishing permits for which a nominal fee may be charged, such fees to be 
utilized for the protection, conservation, and management of fish and wildlife 
in accordance with the cooperative plan. The commanding officer of military 
reservations or persons designated by him are authorized to enforce the special 
hunting and fishing permits and to collect the fees, acting as agents for the State 
if the cooperative plan so provides. The Secretary of Defense is also authorized 
to institute a similar program for migratory game birds with the added provision 
that the possession of a special permit issued under the provision of this bill will 
not relieve the holder thereof from the requirements of the Migratory Bird 
Hunting Stamp Act nor of the requirements pertaining to State law set forth in 
Public Law 85-337. Any funds collected or transferred as a result of the bill will 
not revert to the Treasury of the United States, but will be used solely for the 
furtherance of the purposes of the act. Section 5 of the bill provides that nothing 
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in the act shall be construed to modify, amend, or repeal any provision of Public 
Law 85-337. 

In reporting on H.R. 2565 tc the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries 
of the House of Representatives, the Department of Defense reviewed the history 
of Public Law 85-337 and its implementation. That review follows in the next 
five paragraphs: 

During the 2d session of the 85th Congress, section 4, Public Law 85-337, 
amending chapter 159, title 10, United States Code, was enacted which, inter 
alia, provides that the Secretary of Defense prescribe regulations to “develop, 
subject to safety requirements and military security, and in cooperation with 
the Governor (or his designee) of the State or Territory in which the installation 
or facility is located, procedures under which designated fish and game or con- 
servation officials of that State or Territory may, at such time and under such 
conditions as may be agreed upon, have full access to that installation or facility 
to effect measures for the management, conservation, and harvesting of fish and 
game resources.” 

After extensive consultation with appropriate officials of the Departments of 
the Interior and Agriculture and representatives of the conservation directors of 
the several States and Territories, the Department of Defense published a direc- 
tive (copy attached—Department of Defense Directive 5500.5, subject : “Manage- 
ment, Conservation, and Harvesting of Fish and Game Resources” dated July 16, 
1958) in implementation of the statute (supra). The military departments 
subsequently issued regulations in consonance with the foregoing cited directive 
(copies attached—Army Regulation 210-221; Secretary of the Navy Instruction 
11015.3; and Air Force Regulation 125.5). 

After issuing the Department of Defense directive, the Secretary of Defense, 
on July 30, 1958, wrote to the Secretaries of the Interior and Agriculture advising 
them of the action taken, including copies of the directive, and stating further 
that: 

“T am mindful that by embarking on such a program, it might appear that the 
Department of Defense was going to establish an internal conservation service, 
so to speak, and by doing so, duplicate certain functions of your Department. 
Such will not occur; the mission of the Armed Forces is the national defense 
and it will be necessary to rely on the excellent support and consultative services 
of the Department of the Interior (Agriculture) in the future, as in the past. 
Accordingly, your continued cooperation in maintaining a sound conservation 
program on military lands is earnestly solicited.” 

Replies from both Departments assured continued cooperation and liaison with 
the Department of Defense. Further, the directive was characterized as a “very 
realistic and sound approach to the management and conservation of fish and 
wildlife in military lands * * *.” 

Additionally, on July 30, 1958, the Secretary of Defense wrote to each Gov- 
ernor of the several States and Territories enclosing a copy of the directive and 
in part advising them that the Department of Defense recognizes: (1) a con- 
tinning responsibility for the wise management and optimum use of natural re- 
sources where found on military lands: and (2) a responsibility to promote 
and maintain sound conservation practices on military lands, conducted in a 
manner consistent with the primary mission of the Armed Forces, that of main- 
taining the national defense. The letter to the Governors also stated that the 
commanders of installations, which have suitable land and water areas, were 
required to develop an active, progressive program, in cooperation with the sev- 
eral States, for the management of fish and game resources. To this end, the 
Governors were advised that commanders of installations were to contact them 
or their designees to permit State game and conservation officials to have full 
access to those installations to assist in effecting measures for the management, 
conservation, and harvesting of fish and game resources. The replies to these 
letters have uniformly expressed enthusiastic cooperation. 

With respect to public access to military lands for hunting, fishing, and trap- 
Ping privileges, the Department of Defense directive goes beyond the require- 
ments of the statute (supra) but does reflect the comments and policy expres- 
sions of the Congress (see Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, S. Rept. 
857, 85th Cong., 1st sess., pp. 54-56) by stating at section ITI, D: 

“With respect to the granting of hunting, fishing, and trapping privileges to 
persons other than those assigned to or living on any military installation or 
facility, such persons will stand at par with each other except in what might 
be very special circumstances involving military security or in areas under 
military control set aside for rest and recuperation purposes as approved by the 
Secretary of Defense.” 
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Accordingly, in view of the present law and its implementation, the Depart- 
ment of Defense is of the opinion that a portion of H.R. 2565 (lines 1-10 of p. 1, 
line 1 and lines 11-15 of p. 2) is not necessary. 

The portion of section 1 of the bill which provides that cooperative plans may 
stipulate the issuance of special State hunting and fishing permits to individuals 
(line 10, p. 1 and line 1, p. 2) is not clear as to intent. Any issuance of permits 
or granting of permission to enter a military reservation must be the responsi- 
bility of and made in the name of the reservation commander in the interests of 
the accomplishment of the commander’s primary military mission. For this 
reason, the Department of Defense must oppose the use of the word “State” in 
referring to special hunting and fishing permits applicable only to the military 
reservation. 

With respect to the remaining portions of the bill concerning the payment 
and distribution of the proceds of fees for hunting and fishing permits, it is the 
opinion of the Department of Defense that the question of whether or not such 
a fee should be charged is one of policy as it may pertain to all Federal lands 
and should not be limited, in its consideration, to just military reservations, 

Also to be considered is the question of whether or not Federal moneys of this 
kind should be earmarked for return to a department which, under the fune- 
tional budget concept, is not charged with administering the Federal conservya- 
tion program as are other executive departments. In this connection, the De 
partment of Defense has reviewed the opinion of the Comptroller General of 
the United States, B—103084, August 28, 1951. 

That portion of section 1 of the bill which provides that the commanding offi- 
cer of a reservation or his representative may act as agent for a State (lines 
6-10 on p. 2) is not clear as to intent. The Department is concerned with the 
questions which may be raised as to what this authorization encompasses. As 
an example, is it intended to include the power to arrest? If so, it is probably 
contrary to existing law. Due to the ambiguity of this provision and the possi- 
bility of the legal complication which it may raise, the Department of Defense 
must oppose this portion of the bill. 

Therefore, while the Department of Defense is fully aware of the purposes 
of the proposed bill, it does not consider the act necessary to accomplish those 
purposes. With respect to the charging of fees for hunting and fishing on all 
Federal lands, the Department defers to the views of Congress and the depart- 
ments and agencies of the executive department charged with developing such 
a policy. 

However, should a law be adopted which would charge a fee to hunt and fish 
on all Federal lands, the Department of Defense would comply with such a man- 
date, and, of course, observe any special conditions or requirements for such 
fees which might be directed at military installations without regard to other 
lands of the United States. It is further noted that the purpose of the act is to 
expend funds received from the sale of special permits for the furtherance of 
the conservation program at the installation being used. Issuance of permits, 
collection of fees, and expenditure of those moneys collected for purposes of this 
act, should be controlled and accounted for by the Department of Defense alone 
and the words “or transferred” might imply otherwise. Accordingly, if the 
committee favorably considers H.R. 2565, the following changes to the bill are 
offered : 

That the word “State” on line 1 of page 2 be deleted ; 

That the word “this” on line 2 of page 2 be deleted and the word “the” sub- 
stituted therefor ; 

That the words “Provided, That the commanding officer of the reservation or 
person designated by him are authorized to enforce such special hunting and 
fishing permits and to collect the fees therefor, acting as agent or agents for the 
State if the cooperative plan so provides” be deleted from lines 6-10, page 2: 

That the words “or transferred in accordance with the cooperative plans agreed 
to” on lines 1 and 2 of page 3 be deleted. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that while there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report, they oppose enactment of H.R. 2565 for the reasons 
stated in their letter of May 13, 1960, copy enclosed. 

Sincerely yours, 


J. VINCENT BuRKE, Jr. 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., May 13, 1960. 
The Honorable the SECRETARY OF DEFENSE. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: This will acknowledge Mr. Frank Sherlock’s letter 
of April 27, 1960, transmitting copies of a report the Department of Defense 
proposes to present to the chairman of the Senate Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce on H.R. 2565, a bill to promote effectual planning, develop- 
ment, maintenance, and coordination of wildlife, fish, and game conservation 
and rehabilitation in military reservations. 

The bill provides that the Secretary of Defense is authorized to cooperate 
with the Secretary of the Interior and the appropriate State agency of the 
several States in carrying out a cooperative program of planning, development, 
maintenance, and coordination of wildlife, fish, and game management in mili- 
tary reservations. The cooperative plan may provide for the issuance of spe- 
cial hunting and fishing permits for which a nominal fee may be charged, such 
fees to be utilized for the protection, conservation, and management of fish 
and wildlife in accordance with the cooperative plan. The commanding officer 
of military reservations or persons designated by him are authorized to en- 
force the special hunting and fishing permits and to collect the fees, acting as 
agents for the State if the cooperative plan so provides. The Secretary of 
Defense is also authorized to institute a similar program for migratory game 
birds with the added provision that the possession of a special permit issued 
under the provision of this bill will not relieve the holder thereof from the 
requirements of the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act nor of the require- 
ments pertaining to State law set forth in Public Law 85-337. Any funds 
collected or transferred as a result of the bill will not revert to the Treasury 
of the United States, but will be used solely for the furtherance of the pur- 
poses of the act. Section 5 of the bill provides that nothing in the act shall 
be construed to modify, amend, or repeal any provision of Public Law 85-337. 

Public Law 85-337 provides that subject to certain Federal requirements 
covering safety and military security the military reservations of the United 
States are to be opened to State conservation officials so that these State offi- 
cials may effect measures for the management, conservation, and harvesting of 
fish and game resources. We believe that the purpose of these provisions is to 
bring hunting and fishing on military reservations into as normal a relation 
to hasic State jurisdiction over these activities as can be achieved within the 
Federal military mission. We note that in furtherance of this policy the De- 
partment of Defense has already taken various desirable actions to open up 
these Federal lands. Also, at the present we are not aware of any inadequacies 
in Public Law 85-337 which are hampering eventual fulfillment of the pur- 
poses of the act relating to hunting and fishing. 

It should be noted that H.R. 2565 provides a bypass of the appropriations 
committees, generally referred to as “back-door financing.” Although this bill 
if enacted might eventually involve considerable annual expenditures, there 
would be no opportunity for Congress to consider this program in relation to 
other programs on an annual basis. It would appear that no annual budgets 
would be presented for this program. Furthermore, under the bill fees received 
would not be paid into the Treasury of the United States but would be expended 
outside of Treasury accounts. As a matter of general policy this Bureau would 
strongly oppose either of the above procedures. 

In view of the fact that the bill calls for payment of only a nominal fee, with 
no requirements that the fee reflect the cost of administering the act, and no 
clear expression limiting expenditures under the act to fees collected, the bill 
cannot be regarded as self-financing. On the other hand, the bill does not con- 
tain a specific expression authorizing the use of military appropriations for 
civilian recreational purposes although this would appear to be implicit in its 
terms. This Bureau is opposed to any diversion of military appropriations from 
the basic military mission. Furthermore, even if the bill were fully self- 
financing this would not overcome the reluctance of this Bureau to approve by- 
passing either the normal appropriation process or Treasury channels in dealing 
with a matter of this nature. 

It is the opinion of this Bureau that any further extension of Federal respon- 
sibility for the development of these resources should be considered on a Gov- 
ernment-wide policy basis. At the present time fishing and/or hunting is per- 
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mitted on millions of acres of Federal land of such agencies as the U.S. Forest 
Service, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Park Service, and the 
Bureau of Land Management, usually without Federal charge and subject to 
State policy and hunting licenses. In some instances the States or local units of 
government have established special fees for hunting on such areas. The adop- 
tion of a bill such as H.R. 2565 would create evident inconsistency, without ap- 
parent justification, between the situation as to the military department lands 
involved and the situation on other federally owned lands. 

While there is no objection to the submission of such report as you deem 
appropriate, the Bureau of the Budget would oppose enactment of H.R. 2565 
for the reasons stated above. It is requested that a copy of this letter accom- 
pany your report to the committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
PHILLIP 8S. HUGHEs, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference, 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 


Washington, D.C., May 17, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 


Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DeAR SENATOR MaGNuson: Your committee has requested a report on H.R. 
2565, to promote effectual planning, development, maintenance, and coordination 
of wildlife, fish, and game conservation and rehabilitation in military reserva- 
tions. 

We submitted a report to the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries 
of the House of Representatives on this bill on June 15, 1959, when it was 
pending before that committee. Please incorporate that report, by reference, in 
this report. Our previous report recommended that because of the direct appli- 
eation of this bill to military reservations, the views of the Department of 
Defense on the measure be obtained by the committee. We expressed the view 
also that this Department now has authority to cooperate with the Department 
of Defense on wildlife conservation matters and carries out such cooperative 
work. 

While the bill as passed by the House of Representatives has been amended 
substantially, its basic- purpose is unchanged and our position as previously 
stated, applies to the amended measure. We desire to call your attention, how- 
ever, to certain provisions in the bill that your committee may desire to clarify. 

As revised, section 1 of the bill provides for the development of a cooperative 
plan to be mutually agreed upon by the Secretaries of Defense, Interior, and 
the appropriate State agency in which military reservations are located for the 
planning, development, maintenance, and coordination of wildlife, fish, and 
game conservation and rehabilitation. The bill provides that such cooperative 
plan may stipulate the issuance of special State hunting and fishing permits, the 
proceeds of which would be used for the protection, conservation, and manage- 
ment of fish and wildlife in accordance with the plan to be agreed upon. 

Considering the fact that these permits for hunting and fishing would be 
applicable within military reservations over which we believe the United States 
has exclusive jurisdiction, it would appear to be inappropriate, confusing, and 
might result in unnecessary legal implications to designate as provided in line 1, 
page 2, that such permits be “State” hunting and fishing permits. In this con- 
nection, we note that the proviso to section 1 provides that the commanding 
officer of the military reservation may designate persons to collect the fees 
from the permits and to act as agent or agents for the particular State. How- 
ever, this procedure is open to question, we believe, when it is noted that section 3 
of the bill would direct the Secretary of Defense to expend the funds collected 
or transferred in accordance with the cooperative plans agreed upon. 

For these reasons, we suggest, in order to clarify the provisions of the bill, 
the following amendments: 

(1) Page 2, line 1, strike out the word “State”. 

(2) Page 2, line 2, strike out the word “this” and substitute in lieu thereof 
the word “the”. 
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(3) Page 2, lines 9 and 10, strike out the words “acting as agent or agents 
for the State’. 
We have been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is no objec- 
tion to the submission of this report to your committee. 
Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., June 15, 1959. 
Hon. HERBERT C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, House of Representa- 
tives, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. BoNNER: Your committee has requested a report on H.R. 2565, a bill 
to promote effectual planning, development, maintenance, and coordination of 
wildlife, fish, and game conservation and rehabilitation in military reservations. 
By the terms of this bill, the Secretary of Defense would be authorized to carry 
out these conservation activities in cooperation with the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior pursuant to a general plan to be agreed upon for the restocking, propagation, 
and conservation of game and fish in military reservations. Regulations to be 
issued governing such activities would provide for the issuance of hunting and 
fishing permits to individuals. A nominal fee would be charged for such per- 
mits and the Secretary of Defense would be authorized to expend a sum equal 
to the permit fees collected for the purpose of carrying out the conservation 
program. 

Because of its direct application to military reservations, we recommend that 
the views of the Department of Defense on this measure be obtained by your 
committee. This Department now has authority to cooperate with the Depart- 
ment of Defense on wildlife conservation matters and carries out such coopera- 
tive work. 

The bill has two principal features. First, the bill would establish a more 
definite policy relating to wildlife conservation on military areas. We concur in 
this objective as we believe the potential use of these vast areas for wildlife con- 
servation purposes, for the benefit of the public as well as the military, should 
be fully realized. There has been a great deal of concern on the part of State 
conservation departments, various conservation clubs, and sportsmen over the 
country regarding military land that could be used to greater advantage, in a 
manner that is consistent with military operations, for fish and wildlife con- 
servation purposes. 

The second principal feature of this bill would be to establish a fiscal procedure 
based upon the issuance of hunting and fishing permits for which a charge would 
be made that would provide a source of revenue to carry out the purpose of the 
legislation. While we have no recommendation to make concerning this feature 
of the proposal, we feel that an appropriate solution should be found to the fiscal 
question and recommend that consideration be given to the views of the Bureau 
of the Budget, which has advised us as follows: 

“Public Law 85-337 provides that, subject to certain Federal requirements 
covering safety and military security, the military reservations of the United 
States are to be opened to State conservation officials so that these State officials 
may effect measures for the management, conservation, and harvesting of fish 
and game resources. We note that in furtherance of this policy the Department 
of Defense has already taken various desirable actions to open up these Fed- 
eral lands. It is the opinion of this Bureau that any further extension of Fed- 
eral responsibility for the development of these resources should be considered on 
a Government-wide policy basis. The adoption of a bill such as H.R. 2565 would 
create evident inconsistency, without apparent justification, between the situa- 
tion as to the military department lands involved and the situation on other 
federally owned lands. 

“We would mention the work of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review 
Commission which is directly concerned with problems of this nature. The 
recommendations of this Commission should provide a substantial contribution 
toward the solution of these problems. 
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“While there is no objection to the submission of such report as you deem 
appropriate, the Bureau of the Budget would oppose the enactment of H.R. 2565 
for the reasons stated above.” 

Sincerely yours, 
Ross LEFFLER, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C., May 19, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate. 

Dear SENATOR MAGNUSON: We wish to volunteer a report on H.R. 2565, a bill 
as passed the House, to promote effectual planning, development, maintenance, 
and coordination of wildlife, fish, and game conservation and rehabilitation in 
military reservations. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it would oppose enactment of H.R. 
2565. However, if the committee favorably considers the bill, this Department 
recommends that the bill be amended as hereinafter suggested. 

The bill would authorize the Secretary of Defense to carry out a program of 
planning, development, maintenance, and coordination of wildlife, fish and game 
conservation and rehabilitation in military reservations in accordance with 
cooperative plans mutually agreed upon by the Secretary of Defense, the Sec- 
retary of the Interior, and the appropriate State ageny designated by the State 
in which the reservation is located. 

There are three national-forest areas that aggregate about 61,000 acres estab- 
lished from military reservations pursuant to section 9 of -the Clarke-McNary 
Act of June 7, 1924 (48 Stat. 655). That section authorizes the President to 
establish as national forests any lands within Government reservations with 
certain exceptions, that are suitable for timber production in the opinion of 
the Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary administering the lands. The 
lands are managed by the Secretary of Agriculture under rules, regulations, and 
plans jointly promulgated by the Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary 
formerly administering the area. When previously reserved for national de- 
fense, they remain subject to unhampered use for such purposes. 

National-forest lands established under section 9 of the Clarke-McNary Act 
are administered by the Secretary of Agriculture as explained above. Under 
the terms of the bill the wildlife, fish, and game conservation and rehabilitation 
on these lands would be developed by the Secretary of Defense in cooperation 
with the Secretary of the Interior and an appropriate State agency. Thus, 
there would be authorized duplicate and overlapping administration of these 
lands with respect to the wildlife functions performed thereon. This would 
be undesirable and consequently the bill should be amended so as not to be ap- 
plicable to national-forest lands managed under section 9 of the Clark-McNary 
Act. The following amendment is suggested: 

Page 3, line 15: Delete the period and add “nor as applying to national 
forest lands administered pursuant to the provisions of section 9 of the act of 
June 7, 1924 (43 Stat. 655).” 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
TRUE D. Morse, Acting Secretary. 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, May 13, 1960. 

B-103084 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: By letter dated March 24, 1960, acknowledged March 25, 
you requested our comments on H.R. 2565. 

The need for planning, development, maintenance, and coordination of wild- 
life fish and game conservation and rehabilitation in military reservations is a 
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matter of policy for determination by the Congress and we have no comments 
thereon to offer. We do not favor, however, the manner in which H.R. 2565 
proposes to carry out such a program. 

Apparently, H.R. 2565 is patterned after Public Law 345 of the 8ist Congress, 
63 Stat. 759, which provides generally for the same type cooperative program 
but is restricted to the military reservation at Eglin Field, Fla. In a report 
dated June 13, 1949, B-61938, to the chairman of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce, U.S. Senate, we reported adversely on S. 1841 of the 
Sist Congress. This bill was the companion bill to H.R. 2418 which subsequently 
was enacted as Public Law 345. 

It is not clear to us just how this program is intended to be administered. The 
proviso to section 1 provides that the commanding officer is authorized to collect 
the fees acting as agent or agents for the State if the cooperative plan so pro- 
vides. Is it intended that a cooperative plan may provides that these collec- 
tions shall be turned over to the State for its use in administering the program? 
It is clear, however, that the collections for all permits are to remain available 
for expenditure without further action or control by the Congress and without 
being subject to the general laws relating to the receipt and expenditure of, and 
accounting for, Government funds. 

We consistently have taken the view generally that moneys received by the 
United States as fees for hunting and fishing permits should be deposited into the 
Treasury as miscellaneous receipts and that Government programs shall be 
financed through direct appropriations. We also can see no reason why these 
funds should not be accounted for in the same manner as other Government 
funds and suggest that section 4 of the bill be deleted. In view of the vast acre- 
age of land, water, and shore lines under the control of the Military Establish- 
ment, the amount of these fees could be quite substantial. 

We believe that all costs of the program should be financed from the same 
source and therefore suggest that all military appropriations charged with any 
part of the cost of collecting the fees and administering the program should be 
reimbursed therefor. 

For the reasons indicated we recommend against the enactment of this measure. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


Senator Eneie. Today we have the pleasure of having with us my 
former colleague from the House of Representatives, Mr. Sikes. 
We will be glad to hear from you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT L. F. SIKES, REPRESENTATIVE IN 
THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES FROM THE THIRD 
DISTRICT, STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Srxes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I appear before you in support of H.R. 2565. In the United States 
there are more than 25 million acres of land which are controlled by 
the Department of Defense. Much of this land in many States pro- 
vides excellent wildlife and fish habitat and it is my belief that efforts 
to improve the recreational potential of those lands is in the public 
interest. It is also my belief that the enactment of H.R. 2565 will 
stimulate the implementation of the provisions of the Engle Military 
Public Land Withdrawal Act (Public Law 85-337) passed by the 
Congress in 1958. That act clarifies hunting, fishing, and other con- 
servation objectives on military land, but in general there has been 
little progress within the military services in implementing this im- 
portant public law. My bill provides the money for the job but the 
funds don’t come out of the Public Treasury. It is self-financing. 

The concept expressed in H.R. 2565 is not new. Such a plan has 
been working successfully at the Eglin Air Force Base in Florida for 
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a number of years. The Eglin Reservation comprises nearly one-half 
million acres of land. The Air Force and the Florida Game and 
Fresh Water Fish Commission have been working together under a 
cooperative agreement for the development of wildlife and the restora- 
tion of hunting and fishing on that large reservation. Permits are 
sold and the money is put into wildlife Food plantings, into manage- 
ment and protection practices, and into the development of recrea- 
tional and picnic areas for public enjoyment. This was made pos- 
sible by the enactment of legislation similar to H.R. 2565, 10 or more 
years ago, and limited to the Eglin Reservation. 

Under the provisions of that act, the Air Force and the Florida 
Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission have an excellent workin 
agreement which has brought about a cooperative plan which builds 
good will, improves public relations, and provides recreation for both 
military and civilian personnel. 

H.R. 2565 would authorize the issuance of hunting and fishing per- 
mits on a permissive basis and require the payment of a nominal fee 
therefor where they are issued. This would make possible the collec- 
tion of fees and the application of funds derived to wildlife develop- 
ment projects on those bases where such work is found necessary. 

If there are military installations where wildlife development can 
be undertaken without cost, the payment of fees could be waived 
Under this bill, the money which is collected would be returned to the 
land in the form of improved habitat for game and fish. People other 
than strictly military personnel would be able to enjoy the privileges 
to be derived. Such a program will help to insure adequate wildlife 
resources in the years ahead. The Nation is growing up. Its popu- 
lation is increasing by leaps and bounds. More and more wildlife 
habitats are yielding to the onrush of civilization. It is very important 
that we utilize those that we have left to the best possible advantage. 
I consider that my bill, by helping to take advantage ef the wildlife 
habitats on the Nation’s military reservations, would contribute ma- 
terially by helping to insure game and fish and public recreation for 
future years. 

This bill has been amended materially since it was first introduced. 
The amendments have sought to clarify and to remove objections 
which have been raised and it is felt that the bill with one or two minor 
amendments now substantially meets all the objections, but that it 
still retains its most desirable features. 

I hope the bill may have your favorable action. We know this 
program will work. It has had a 10-year trial run. 

I will file my comments briefly on the proposed amendments. These 
amendments have been suggested by the Department of Defense. I 
think they are good ones. 

There are minor amendments on the top of page 2, Mr. Chairman, 
where we strike the word “State,” in the first line, and line 3 after 
“ntilized” add the word “exclusively.” On line 9 after the word “there- 
for” strike the comma and insert a period and strike the rest of the 
sentence. 

If there are any questions I will be glad to answer them. 

Senator Enarix. These amendments are amendments that have been 
proposed since the bill left the House ? 
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Mr. Srxzs. That is right. The Department of Defense generally 
feels these will improve the bill, and I concur. 

Senator Enate. There being no objection the amendments will be 
adopted by the subcommittee. If there are any comments on these 
amendments we will be glad to hear them. If there are objections 
we will consider them. 

In the absence of objection the bill as reported to the full commit- 
tee will contain the amendments. 

I wish to compliment my distinguished friend from Florida who 
has had wide experience in this matter, having not only military in- 
stallations in his district, but in Florida, and I wish to congratulate 
him on this very interesting statement. 

The Chair will place in the record the statements received from 
Congressman Dingell of Michigan and Congressman Preston of 
Georgia. Both of these communications are favorable to the legisla- 
tion. Without objection they will be made a part of the record. 

(The statements follow :) 


HovuseE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 


Washington, D.C., May 4, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 


Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
US. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: I write you urging respectfully that the committee 
consider H.R. 2565 by my colleague, the Honorable Bob Sikes of Florida, 
favorably. 

I think that legislation of this sort is gravely needed and will facilitate good 
game management practices, conservation, and Government relations with the 
sportsmen of this country. 

I hope that my letter may be made a part of the public record in this matter. 

With every good wish. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN D. DINGELL, 
Member of Congress. 


House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 


Washington, D.C., April 1, 196v. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 


Chairman, Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR: Please permit me to call to your attention the bill pending in 
your committee, H.R. 2565. This is a very necessary bill if we are to intelli- 
gently conserve and propagate wildlife on military reservations. 

A splendid program has been inaugurated at Fort Stewart, Ga., in my district 
which will have to be abandoned unless H.R. 2565 is enacted. As you know, this 
bill passed the House on the Consent Calendar. Upon examination I believe 
you will find this measure to be most deserving, and I personally appreciate your 
giving it proper attention in your committee. 

With warmest personal regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
PRINCE H. PRESTON, 
Member of Congress. 


Senator Enctz. The next witness is Mr. Daniel A. Poole, editor of 
the Outdoor News Bulletin, Wildlife Management Institute. 
At this time we will make a part of the record the statement pre- 


sented by Mr. Louis S. Clapper, Acting Conservation Director, Na- 
tional Wildlife Federation. 
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(The statement follows :) 


STATEMENT PRESENTED BY Louis S. CLAPPER, ACTING CONSERVATION DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION, WASHINGTON, D.C. 


Mr. Chairman, I represent the National Wildlife Federation, a private, non- 
profit conservation organization composed of affiliates in 49 States and the 
District of Columbia. These affiliates are made up of more than 2 million in- 
dividual sportsmen-conservationists. 

During the annual convention of 1959, the National Wildlife Federation 
adopted a resolution commending the Department of Defense upon the conserva- 
tion programs initiated on many military reservations pursuant to Public Law 
85-337, the so-called Engle Act. Many fine hunting and fishing areas are being 


made available to both military personnel and the public through these conserva- 
tion programs. 


Except for waterfowl and other migratory game birds, the management and 
harvest of fish and wildlife on military reservations are subject to laws and 
regulations of the States in which they are located. This fact was recognized 
by the Congress in the enactment of Public Law 85-337. 

H.R. 2565, as amended and passed by the House on March 21, 1960, will pro- 
vide a working mechanism whereby military reservations may be more expe- 
ditiously managed in cooperation with State wildlife agencies for the broad 
public benefit. It is our understanding that H.R. 2565, as passed by the House, 
has the full endorsement of the International Association of Game, Fish, and 
Conservation Commissioners, an organization composed of representatives of 
State wildlife agencies. Therefore, the National Wildlife Federation urges the 
committee give early favorable approval to the measure. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity of appearing here today. 


STATEMENT OF DANIEL A. POOLE, EDITOR OF OUTDOOR NEWS 
BULLETIN, WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE 


Mr. Pootr. Mr. Chairman, I am Daniel A. Poole, editor of the 
Outdoor News Bulletin, which is a biweekly conservation news report 
of the Wildlife Management Institute. The institute is one of the 
older national conservation organizations and its program has been 
devoted to improved management of natural resources in the public 
interest since 1911. 

The institute endorsed the objectives of H.R. 2565 as initially intro- 
duced, and certain clarifications were recommended at the House 
committee hearing. The first of these was that the bill be expanded 
so as to include the State fish and game departments as full-scale co- 
operators in the proposed conservation programs on military lands. 
It was suggested that the bill be modified where appropriate to clearly 
authorize the Secretary of Defense to cooperate with both the Secre- 
tary of the Interior through the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and 
the State fish and game departments. 

A second recommendation was that H.R. 2565, as originally intro- 
duced, be modified so as to conform to the authority of the State fish 
and game departments to manage resident fish and game resources. 
The institute suggested that the committee make clear that the intent 
of the legislation is to supplement, not negate, the provisions of Public 
Law 85-337 which declare that the— 


Secretary of Defense shall require that all hunting, fishing, and trapping at that 
installation or facility be in accordance with the fish and game laws of the 
State or territory in which it is located * * *, 


It is noted that both of these suggestions have been incorporated in 
H.R. 2565, as passed by the House. As Congressman Sikes stated, the 
concept expressed in H.R. 2565 is not new. 
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The U.S. Air Force and the Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish 
Commission have had a cooperative program on the Eglin Air Force 
Base for the development of wildlife habitat, the improvement of 
hunting, and the construction of ponds for fishing and picnicking for 
a number of years. Special permits are sold to military personnel 
and civilian sportsmen, and the money is put back into the wildlife 
and fish program. The Air Force and the Florida commission have 
benefited greatly from the cooperative plan. They find that the pro- 
gram builds good will, improves public relations, and furnishes 
needed recreational opportunity. 

H.R. 2565 provides that the cooperative plan between the Defense 
Department and the State fish and game agency— 
may stipulate the issuance of special State hunting and fishing permits and to 
collect the fees therefor, acting as agent or agents for the State if the cooperative 
plan so provides. 

It is believed that such authority should be permissive and the 
cooperative programs subject to final negotiation and agreement by 
State wildlife officials and base commanders. The conditions at each 
base differ widely. State requirements also vary, and permissive au- 
thority in this instance offers greater opportunity for success than an 
inflexible directive. 

The institute does not object to the payment of fees for hunting and 
fishing on military lands, if it means that the money is to be returned 
to the land in the form of improved habitat for wildlife and fish 
resources. The Defense Department is not a land management 
agency ; its mission is national security. I am certain, however, that 
there would be widespread opposition to any suggestion that the 
Nation’s millions of hunters and fishermen also should pay hunting 
and fishing fees on lands of all other Federal agencies whose primary 
responsibility is resources management. 

The Nation’s sportsmen already finance all the State fish and game 
department operations by payment of licenses fees. Their fitehiabee 
of duck stamps make possible the national program for the acquisi- 
tion and development of wetlands for migratory waterfowl refuges. 
The committee knows that few wetlands were acquired with the stamp 
fees because duck hunters were unknowingly paying the Federal 
Government’s routine expenses for administering the waterfowl 
refuges. Fortunately, that has been changed, and it is cited only as 
additional proof that hunters and fishermen have been paying their 
own way in a good many of the State and Federal wildlife conser- 
vation activities. 

Last week I viewed the wildlife program made possible by coopera- 
tive agreement between the Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish 
Commission and the Air Force at the latter’s Avon Park Bombing 
and Gunnery Range. Game department personnel in charge of the 
op told me that public acceptance of a special hunting and fishing 

ee has been favorable. The fees are not sufficient to pay for neces- 

sary construction, development, and maintenance undertaken by the 
Florida Commission at Avon Park, but they do help. The commis- 
sion is investing additional money—derived from sportsmen through 
license fees—in Avon Park. The program opens thousands of acres 
of land to sportsmen which otherwise would be unavailable. 

It is the institute’s belief that H.R. 2565 offers an opportunity for 
opening still more acres of military land to hunters and fishermen. 
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Its permissive provisions should assist base commanders, State fish 
and game agencies, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in adopt- 
ing mutually agreeable cooperative plans for fish and wildlife 
programs. 

It also is recognized that enactment of H.R. 2565 offers no assur- 
ance that bases not presently open to either hunting or fishing will 
subsequently be made available. The initial decision as to whether a 
base will participate in a conservation program and be open to either 
or both hunting and fishing is made by the individual base com- 
manders. Favorable topography, sufficient acreage, water, wildlife 
potential, and other natural characteristics mean little if a base com- 
mander is not interested in a fish and game program. There is also 
no assurance that a program, once launched, will be continued follow- 
ing a change of post commanders. 

t is believed, however, that H.R. 2565 would help minimize some 
of the disadvantages by providing interested State and Federal wild- 
life agencies a Means eharebiy individual base commanders may be 
eae Oenet 

hank you. 

Senator Enere. Senator Bartlett, do you have any questions? 

Senator Bartierr. Not at the moment, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Eneix. Thank you very much, Mr. Poole. That is a very 
fine statement, 

The next witness will be Mr. Leslie V. Dix, the Office of the Assist- 
ant Secretary of Defense, accompanied by Mr. John Kirby, Office of 
General Counsel, Office of the Secretary of Defense; Lt. Col. P. D. 
Pavick of the Army; Lt. Comdr. Charles F. Zirzow of the Navy; and 
Mr. E. A. Seaman of the Air Force. 

I observe, Mr. Dix, that you have a prepared statement of some 
length. Do you desire to read this whole statement? 

Mr. Drx. We would like to give you our statement, if we may. 

Senator Enete. You may proceed without interruption. 


STATEMENT OF LESLIE V. DIX, OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRE- 
TARY OF DEFENSE, ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN KIRBY, OFFICE OF 
GENERAL COUNSEL, OFFICE OF SECRETARY OF DEFENSE; LT. 
COL. P. D. PAVICK, ARMY; LT. COMDR. CHARLES F. ZIRZOW, NAVY; 
AND E. A. SEAMAN, AIR FORCE 


Mr. Drx. I am Leslie V. Dix, Chief of Defense-State Relations in 
the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Manpower, Per- 
sonnel, and Reserve. I represent the Department of Defense in ex- 
pressing, as requested by this committee, the views of the Department 
with respect to the provisions of H.R. 2565. Also present with me 
today is a member of the Office of General Counsel, Office of the Sec- 
retary of Defense, and staff members of the military departments who 
are responsible for their respective departmental conservation pro- 
grams in the policy level. It is my pleasure to introduce Mr. John 
Kirby, Office of General Counsel, Office of the Secretary of Defense; 
Lt. Col. P. D. Pavick of the Army; Lt. Comdr. Charles F. Zirzow of 
the Navy; and Mr. E. A. Seaman of the Air Force. 

As spokesman for this group, I wish to express our hope that we 
can be of assistance to your committee in its consideration of H.R. 
2565. 
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Mr. Chairman, at this point I request permission to insert into the 
record, as part of this testimony on H.R, 2565, the May 13, 1960, report 
of the Department of Defense on the bill. Enclosures to our report 
include, in addition to current departmental directives, a copy of the 
Bureau of the Budget letter of May 13, 1960, addressed to the Secre- 
tary of Defense concerning H.R. 2565. The Bureau requested that 
their letter be submitted with our report. 

Senator Eneix. Without objection the communication referred to 
in the statement by Mr. Dix will be made a part of the record follow- 
ing the bill, together with the attachments. 

Mr. Drx. It continues to be the Defense Department's view, as stated 
at length in the report just admitted into the record, that the first part 
of H.R. 2565 (lines 1-10 of p. 1 and lines 11-15 of p. 2) is now unneces- 
sary because of the implementation that has been given to Public Law 
85-337, which is popularly known throughout the Department of 
Defense and conservation circles as the Engle law. This landmark 
legislation was sponsored by the Honorable Clair Engle, U.S. Senator 
from California, when he was a Member of the House of Representa- 
tives. As Senator Engle will recall, the specific portion of Public 
Law 85-337 which is pertinent to this testimony has now been codified 
as section 4, chapter 159, title 10, United States Code. 

Extensive action has been taken to implement the statute as set 
forth in detail in our report. We have been favored with widespread 
approval for actions accomplished, projects underway, and plans be- 
ing formulated as parts of the continuing Department of Defense 
conservation program; these comments have come from Federal agen- 
cies, State officials, and conservation organizations. 

In summary, it 1s sincerely believed that the Department of Defense 
directive, the implementing regulations of the military departments 
and, most importantly, the actual work being carried out at the in- 
stallation level, represent bona fide efforts to esablish and maintain 
an effective conservation program established and conducted in con- 
formance with the will of the Congress, as laid down in the statute, 
and reflecting I think even more importantly the policy expressions 
of the cognizant congressional committees as they are recorded in the 
reports and the advices and recommendations of those Federal agen- 
cies charged by law with the national conservation missioi, as well as 
private conservation organizations that participated in drafting the 
legislation. 

This testimony, however, is not intended to convey the impression 
that we believe perfection has been achieved. You will appreciate 
that efforts expended on conservation, as well as all other essentially 
nonmilitary activities, must of necessity be subordinated to the pri- 
mary mission of the Armed Forces: the national defense. However, 
within this limitation, we intend to do the best possible job in main- 
taining and providing for the wise use of renewable resources on 
military lands. The advice and help of our many friends outside 
the Department of Defense have been of great assistance in this field 
of significant endeavor. 

In summarizing the first main point of the Department of Defense 
position, however, we believe that because of present law and regula- 
tion, the first portion of H.R. 2565 as cited above is now no longer 
necessary. 
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We are deeply concerned with respect to the meaning of that portion 
of section I of the bill (line 10, p. 1, and line 1, p. 2) which provides 
that the cooperative plans envisaged by the bill contemplate the issu- 
ance of special State permits to the public which would authorize 
hunting and fishing on military installations. 

I am aware that Congressman Sikes in his statement before me 
dealt with further amendments to the bill, but because this was the 
first opportunity we had to hear his proposals, perhaps the points I 
will make may duplicate some of his remarks. 

In the protection and accomplishment of the military mission of an 
Armed Forces installation, it is the prerogative—and within the au- 
thority—of a reservation commander to require that no admittance 
to the facility be granted without his specific, or delegated, permission. 
It is hoped that our explanation of this landmark authority, and the 
reason therefor, will clarify the basis for our respectful opposition to 
the use of the word “State” in reference to special hunting and fishing 
permits applicable only to the military reservations. 

H.R. 2565 would further require, where cooperative plans for the 
issuance of special hunting and fishing permits are agreed upon, that 
nominal fees be charged individuals who obtain such permits. Our 
testimony last year, before the Subcommittee on Fish and Wildlife 
Conservation of the House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish- 
eries, advanced the view, still held by the Department of Defense, that 
the question of whether or not such fees should be charged is one of 
broad policy as it may pertain to Federal lands and the issue should 
not be limited solely to military reservations. However, the Depart- 
ment of Defense defers to the views of Congress and the departments 
and agencies of the executive branch charged with developing such a 
policy. We are keenly aware of the magnitude of the problem, par- 
ticularly in view of present practice which permits hunting and fish- 
ing on millions of acres of Federal lands of such agencies as the U.S. 
Forest Service, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Park 
Service, and the Bureau of Land Management, usually, we are told, 
without Federal charge and subject to State policy and hunting 
licenses. We understand that in some instances the States or local 
units of government have established special fees for hunting on such 
areas. 

When there are substantive and substantial differences among dedi- 
cated men as to what constitutes wise use of resources, and when we 
review the complexities which will surely attend the multiple use of 
our public lands, we can appreciate fully the task that lies ahead in 
providing overall laws to govern resource development. It is obvious 
to us that, in the future, pressures for the use of resources will increase 
significantly. 

Providing funds to foot the bill is certainly a part of the problem. 
We are inclined to believe that nominal fees paid by individuals who 
will hunt and fish will only provide a portion of the funds required, 
particularly when overhead charges must be offset against sums col- 
lected. Under present law and practices, those Federal agencies 
charged by law with furthering the renewable resources programs, as 
well as the several States who benefit from good conservation pro- 
grams on military reservations within their borders, contribute to the 
program. 
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The collection of fees by commanders of military reservations would 
mean increased administrative costs to reflect the manpower required 
to issue permits, collect the moneys, and maintain necessary records of 
the transactions. Furthermore, in the absence of a general policy of 
charging for hunting and fishing privileges on all Federal lands, some 
apprehension has been expressed as to public acceptance of a charge, 
over and above the State license fees, for hunting and fishing only on 
lands under the jurisdiction of the Defense Department. 

You will undoubtedly consider the budgetary implications of H.R. 
2565 and the substantial question of whether or not Federal moneys of 
this kind should be earmarked to be returned to the Department of De- 
fense which, under the traditional Federal budget concept, is not di- 
rectly charged with responsibility for administering the Federal con- 
servation program as are other executive departments. In this con- 
nection, reference is made to the Bureau of the Budget letter to the 
Secretary of Defense which is enclosed with our report to this com- 
mittee and the opinion of the Comptroller General of the United 
States, B-103084, August 28, 1951, as cited in this report. 

Next, the Department of Defense is concerned as to the intent of 
the proviso in section L of the bill that the commanding officer of a 
reservation or his representative (lines 6 to 10 on p. 2) may act as 
agent for a State. If it is intended that this authorization include the 
power to arrest civilians as the word “enforce” in line 8 on page 2 
might suggest, it is probably contrary to existing law. Accordingly, 
due to the ambiguity which we see in this provision and the possibility 
of legal difficulties which could arise therefrom, this portion of the bill 
must be ene by the Department of Defense. 

We would like to emphasize another comment made in the Defense 
report on H.R. 2565 which relates to disposition of fees that would 
be collected, in the event of enactment, for hunting and fishing on 
military reservations. It is our recommendation that should this bill 
become law, that such funds be retained at the installation where 
collected and used for habitat development and other improvements 
designed to enhance fish and wildlife resources on the base. This 
would mean a direct return of benefits to the local sportsmen who 
contributed funds through their license fees. Therefore, it would 
seem that the words “or transfer” (line 1, p. 3) should be deleted. 
The report also makes other technical comments which do not need 
further explaining at this point unless the committee rules otherwise. 

We wish to assure the committee that the Department of Defense, 
in all good faith, has implemented the statutory responsibility con- 
ferred upon the Secretary of Defense by the 85th Congress in the 
enactment of the Engle law. We would be greatly distressed if our 
opposition to the first portion of H.R. 2565, and our deferment on the 
policy question of charging fees to hunt and fish on military installa- 
tions, should be construed erroneously to indicate opposition to a 
meaningful conservation program on the reservations. 

In this connection, we are pleased to note that H.R. 2565 has been 
amended since its inception to provide that nothing therein contained 
shall be construed to modify, amend, or repeal any provision of Public 
Law 85-337, the Englelaw. It should not be concluded, however, that 
we believe the status quo must necessarily continue to prevail. Where 
experience under present law, as implemented by our departmental 
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regulations, indicates the advisability of amendment, such changes 
will of course be sought. We shall continue to solicit the suggestions 
of our friends who share with us a common interest and concern for the 
pertetuation of an adequate program for the enrichment of our renew- 
able resources. Further, we realize that our part in the Nation’s con- 
servation program is indeed a public trust within the public interest, 
and where we make mistakes, they should be called to our attention. 
Accordingly, we seek, and welcome, the advices of those persons 
learned in the field of fish and wildlife management. 

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I must mention that we truly appreciate 
the friendly interest and concern of this committee over the steward- 
ship exercised on military reservations in behalf of a program of 
planning, development, maintenance, and coordination of wildlife, 
fish, and game conservation. 

I am pleased to have had the opportunity of appearing before this 
committee and expressing the views of the Department on H.R. 2565. 

Senator Enete. Thank you very much for that statement. Will 
you and your associates stay where you are while the Chair calls on 
Mr. George W. Abbott, Solicitor, Department of the Interior, ac- 
companied by Dr. Willis King, Chief of Branch of Fishery Manage- 
ment Services, Bureau of Sport Fisheries, Department of the Interior. 

The Chair wants to hear Mr. Abbott, and then we will proceed to 
these proposed amendments, with Mr. Abbott’s comments and co- 
operation. 

Mr. Abbott was counsel for the House Committee on Interior when 
the basic act referred to was proposed, and was thoroughly familiar 
with it at that time. The Chair assumes he retains some part of his 
familiarity. 

Mr. Abbott, do you have a prepared statement ? 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE W. ABBOTT, SOLICITOR, DEPARTMENT 
OF THE INTERIOR; ACCOMPANIED BY DR. WILLIS KING, CHIEF 
OF BRANCH OF FISHERY MANAGEMENT SERVICES, BUREAU OF 
SPORT FISHERIES, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Assorr. I do not have a prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. I 
think I can make my comments rather brief. 

I believe the committee has before it the report of May 17, 1960, 
from the Department, and that contains the position of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior and of course reflects by incorporation our report. 

Senator Enetx. Without objection, this report, dated May 17, 1960, 
and transmitted to Senator Magnuson, will be made a part of the 
record immediately following the report and the attachments sub- 
mitted by the Department of Defense. 

If you have any other departmental reports, they will be made a 
part of the record at the same point. 

Now, Mr. Abbott, we will be glad to hear your comments. 

Mr. Assorr. The report of May 17, as I indicated, reflects by in- 
corporation the House committee report on merchant marine and 
fisheries of June 15, 1959. 

Without question, Mr. Chairman, the Department of the Interior 
and, we are certain, State fish and game conservation management 
officials are wholeheartedly in support of the objectives of the proposed 
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legislation. From observations and from official response in the De- 
partment of the Interior it is very evident that a great deal of progress 
has been made on a fully cooperative basis with the Department of 
Defense, so far as we are informed, since the enactment of Public 
Law 85-337. 

In the matter now pending before the committee, a good deal of 
attention has been directed to the language which occurs beginning 
at the bottom of page 1 on line 10 and carrying over to page 2, reading: 

Such cooperative plan may stipulate the issuance of special State hunting and 
fishing permits to individuals and require the payment of a nominal fee therefor— 
and so on. 

As we have indicated in our report of May 17, we are not convinced 
that it would be appropriate to provide in the bill itself for inclusion 
with reference to the permits in question the word “State.” 

Hearing the presentation of the Department of Defense witnesses, 
it is my own personal view that perhaps we arrive at that conclusion 
for a slightly different reason than the Department of Defense. We 
think that a valid concern exists even though the permissive word 
“may” precedes the clause in question, for including the word “State”— 
and of course with the familiarity I know you gentlemen have with 
the questions of jurisdiction, and by that I mean service of processing 
and bringing before an appropriate forum an individual or indi- 
viduals who allegedly have violated State laws or Federal law which 
incorporate State law for its efficacy. 

The military reservations, as is the case with any Federal reserva- 
tion, and no matter from what source the title is derived, will em- 
brace areas where you will have concurrent jurisdiction between the 
State and the United States, exclusive Federal jurisdiction, or, in 
some instances, exclusive State jurisdiction. 

Our position is, I think, that with the word “State” taken out there 
would be nothing to preclude what would amount to a State permit; 
that is, a permit high would identify an individual who would other- 
wise hold a State license if that individual were required by law to have 
a State license within a military reservation, and at the same time 
identify himself as a person entitled to hunt or fish within that par- 
ticular reservation. 

On page 3 of the statement prepared by the Department of De- 
fense and presented by Mr. Dix, in the first full paragraph it seems 
to me—and I want to emphasize that this is a personal reaction— 
that the Department of Defense has supplied a weight to its reason for 
elimination of the language in question that sounds a little like a re- 
vival of many of the arguments made before the House Interior and 
later the Senate Interior Committees in considering the bills in the 
84th and again in the 85th Congress which ultimately became Public 
Law 85-337. 

Reference is made to landmark authority, and in essence it boils 
down, it seems to me, to autonomy of a reservation commander. 

Anyone who reads the directives issued by the Department of De- 
fense, and, pursuant to those, the directives of the military depart- 
ments in the wake of Public Law 85-337, cannot doubt the expression 
of a tone of complete cooperation and desire to cooperate. 

I think the whole background of Public Law 85-337 represents a 
determination of the Congress that you can consistently, with recog- 
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nition of the duties of an individual base facility or installation com- 
mander, superimpose or match with that responsibility an overall] 
mandate that there will be recognition given to the desires of the 
State and responsible Federal officials, experts in fisheries and wild- 
life biology, conservation, and management. 

There is a faint echo, then, in the language contained in the para- 
graph to which I have referred, of somthing that I would trust has 
een somewhat muted or laid aside. Either there is or there is not 
goint to be a full cooperation. 

I am not able to call to mind the number of military installations 
that would under maximum conditions be involved. They number in 
the hundreds, certainly, or in the thousands overall military installa: 
tions throughout the world. But for each installation there will of 
course be a commanding officer. 

Prior to enactment of Public Law 85-337, there were undeniably a 
number of instances where a local commander, by reason of his own 
determinations of desirable conservation and management practices, 
have Ea into effect, with the full blessing of his military department, 
highly laudable conservation and management programs. 

My point, then, is that with the voluntary action under Public Law 
85-337, and sort of entombing it or freezing it in a congressional 
declaration, giving it greater stature, we have a sufficiently broad base 
again to do two ‘things: to carry forward fully the spirit of the 
original public law and at the same time to make it clear that the 
Congress has determined that you can, consistently, with the basic 
military mission any given military installation, require cooperative 
agreements which in effect reduces the responsibility—and [I cite re- 
sponsibility rather than authority—relieves the local commander of 
a degree of authority or responsibility, once he has determined that 
there is not in fact a security basis for restricting the management, 
the taking of fish and game resources. 

I am not here to disagree with my friends in the Department of 
Defense in another executive department. We do business with them 
daily on to many matters in a cooperative spirit to believe that all of 
us are not here shooting at the same objective. 

It would appear that on this one point—and perhaps it is just a 
question of emphasis in their statement—that we arrive at about the 
same destination traveling a slightly different route. 

I would like to make one other observation, Mr. Chairman. 

The bill, by its terms, and having in mind particularly the terms 
of Public Law 85-337, in its preamble language beginning at line 3, 
refers, of course, to fish and game, conservation and rehabilitation in 
military reservations. This presumably applies to those reservations 
whether the source of title is acquired lands, original public domain 
lands, donated or purchased lands, to establish formal military 
reservations. 

As members from the public land areas know, and in some acquired 
lands areas, where the Forest Service, for example, has under the 


Weeks Act authority to purchase lands to be managed for the primary 
ave of conservation of timber and associated resources, the mili- 
tary departments, to meet their training and maneuver requirements 
will not infrequently obtain permits from the management agencies, 
the Forest Service, for example, or from some other management 
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agency, to use over a short period of time or perhaps an indefinite 
period those lands for maneuver or training purposes. 

Whether the committee feels that it can, in this legislation, make a 
determination as to the place of permitted lands as distinguished from 
formally reserved lands, to make a place for those lands in assuring 
that within those areas there will be application, a guarantee of 
application of the same principles through cooperative agreements 
with the State officials in whose States those lands are located, I do 
not know. I don’t know that this is the proper place to do it. 

The record in both the House and the Senate will reflect that in 
connection with H.R. 1037, in the 84th Congress, and H.R. 5538, I be- 
lieve it was, which became Public Law 85-337, a good deal of con- 
sideration was given then to broadening the application of the law 
to make certain that lands subject to permit, as distinguished from 
formal withdrawal, might be included. I call that to the chairman’s 
attention only because it seems to me that that question is still there. 

It is not raised in the report of the Department on the bill as it 
passed the House, nor was it, I believe, in the report on the bill sent 
to the House Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee. 

That completes my most informal and unprepared statement, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Eneur. Let’s get down to the suggestions by Secretary 
Aandahl in his letter of May 17, 1960, which have all been adopted, 
except the one on page 2, striking the word “this” and substituting the 
word “the”, which is a matter of perfecting the amendment. With- 
out objection, that is agreed to. 

The further suggestion, striking the words “acting as agent or 
agents for the State,” has already been adopted. 

To get to the amendment suggested by the General Counsel for the 
Defense Department in his letter of May 138, 1960, one amendment 
isn’t listed on the last page because as I read your statement, Mr. Dix, 
your objection to the first section of the bill is that it is redundant. I 
want to ask you whether or not it does any harm? 

Mr. Dix. No, sir, I can’t believe that it would do any harm. 

Senator Eneie. In other words, a restatement of the matter, in gen- 
eral language, doesn’t hurt the case any, does it ? 

Mr. Dix. No, sir. We have so stated before the House committee, 
sir, that, as you say, perhaps it is redundant. But we do feel that a 
spirit of cooperation is existing and we have working arrangements 
with Interior that are satisfactory to both parties now. 

Senator ENcie. We don’t imply by leaving the language in the bill 
that such spirit of cooperation does exist. Unless the language is. 
affirmatively harmful, it would seem to serve no great purpose in tak- 
ing it out. 

The first amendment suggested in Mr. Burke’s letter has been 
adopted. 

The second amendment in his letter has been adopted. 

The third amendment, in which he suggests that the words “Pro- 
vided, That the commanding officer of the reservation or person desig- 
nated by him are authorized to enforce such special hunting and fish- 
ing permits and to collect the fees therefor, acting as agent or agents 
for the State if the cooperative plan so provides.” A portion of that 
has already been deleted, namely that portion as follows: “acting as 
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agent or agents for the State if the cooperative plan so provides.” 
That has been stricken. That leaves the rest of it. 

I gather from your statement that you worry about the word 
“enforce” ? 

Mr. Dix. Yes, sir. 

Senator Eneix. There are several ways of enforcing things. You 
can enforce it by kicking them off. You can enforce it by not per- 
mitting fishing and hunting on the reservation. You can enforce it 
by taking them in tow and arresting them, I suppose. Your statement 
suggests that that may be against present law. 

Mr. Abbott, do you have any comment on that word “enforce”? 

Mr. Asporr. I hadn’t given any particular thought to it. It may 
well be that again the military question is one of legal juridiction as 
distinguished from the basic program operation. I am not clear from 
the statement of Defense as to exactly what the concern about “en- 
force” is. 

Senate Enere. Mr. Dix is afraid the word “enforce” might mean 
arrest. If that is the case, we can strike the word “enforce” and sub- 
stitute the word “administer” which doesn’t carry precisely the same 
connotation. 

Mr. Drx. I think that the Department of Defense, sir, would be 
pleased with that change. As we said in our statement, the word “en- 
force,” if intended to mean arrest, raises serious doubts about the le- 
gality of such acts under the present posture of law. 

Senator Enate. I take it that the suggested amendment was really 
to strike the word “enforce” and not strike at the general authorization 
to issue permits and collect fees therefor. 

The Dipostnain raised questions about collecting fees. It said that 
that was a basic matter of policy that ought to be decided by the Con- 
gress, and on which the Department of Defense didn’t take a very 
strong position. But if we change the word “enforce” to a word that 
carries less of a quality of, say, putting into effect the law, that would 
probably take care of that ? 

Mr. Drx. Yes, sir. 

Senator Encie. Without objection, the word “administer” is sub- 
stituted for the word “enforce.” 

Now we will proceed to the next one, and that is the last one, that 
the words “or transferred in accordance with the cooperative plans 
agreed to,” on lines 1 and 2 of page 3, be deleted. 

I am not so sure that I understand why there is objection to that. 
I take it it is the word “transferred.” 

Mr. Drx. “Or transferred.” 

Senator Enotes. It relates to the transfer of funds in connection 
with a cooperative program that has been worked out. I get the im- 
pression from your statement, Mr. Dix, that that might scramble up 
the accounting procedures down there and leave no clear line of re- 
sponsibility with reference to those funds. Is that what you have in 
mind ? 

Mr. Drx. No, sir. Our concern on this particular point, Mr. Chair- 
man, is explainable in the following fashion, insofar as I personally 
know; suppose station A collects funds from the hunters surrounding 
that base, it is our feling that those funds collected through the sale 
of permits should be kept at that station to improve the habitat, and 
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thereby the hunting and fishing potential through wise use of the con- 
tributions made by the local sportsmen, rather than be able to transfer 
those funds from station A to station X, which might be across the 
country. It is in that sense that we had a concern about the words “or 
transferred.” 

Senator Eneiz. These cooperative agreements, they would have to 
be in accordance with the cooperative agreements. They would have 
to be transferred in accordance with the cooperative plan agreed to 
pursuant to this act. 

Now, what is the cooperative plan that could be agreed to pur- 
suant to this act? Isn’t that a cooperative plan with the State and 
local officials ? 

Mr. Drx. Certainly we can only speculate on what the cooperative 

lan might actually contain at this point and time, I should think. 

he parties to cooperative agreements could agree to transfer funds 
under the terms of the bill as it now is written, in my own personal 
opinion, that is to say they could agree to transfer such funds from 
station A to station X if the agreement so provided. 

As I said before, sir, we feel that if those words were deleted it 
would insure that the funds would stay in the locale where they origi- 
nated for the improvement of fish and wildlife resources. 

Senator Barrierr. Mr. Dix, wouldn’t there be circumstances, how- 
ever, where it might be desirable in the interest of conservation, to 
transfer funds from A to X? You might have more money at A than 
you actually needed and less at X. Wouldn’t it be desirable to have 
such an arrangement ? 

Mr. Drx. Senator Bartlett, I have advanced the Department of De- 
fense view. We feel rather deeply that from a public relations point 
of view, and in the interests of equity with respect to the local people 
surrounding the area, if they have paid for onbase hunting and fish- 
ing privileges then the Defense Department should expend the funds 
for local habitat improvements. 

On the other hand and speaking personally I think from an ad- 
ministrative point of view you are probably quite right; some flexi- 
bility probably would be desirable. But in view of the fact that this 
is money coming from the public, from the civilian community around 
the base for the most part, the Defense Department feels that it would 
be best in the long run and in most cases for the funds to stay there. 

Senator Bartierr. I think you are absolutely right as a general 
proposition. Certainly the people who contribute these fees ought to 
have them used for the protection and improvement of the resources 
in the area where they hunt and fish. But there might be cireum- 
stances where you can get too much money in one treasury and it is 
desirable or needed elsewhere. 

It seems to me, as the chairman suggested, a cooperative agreement 
might be able to spell this out so that no one would be hurt. 

Mr. Abbott, do you have any view on that? 

Mr. Assorr. No, I do not. I think there is some—I perceive in the 
Defense statement in essence this: That if you leave “be collected, 
or to expend funds as may be collected in accordance with the coopera- 
tive plans,” it would not preclude a transfer. There might be some 
concern here that this would presume a rule of transfer, where I 
take it that would operate under unusual circumstances, and if the 
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local area itself, the area affected, was in agreement with the idea of 
transfer and they came into agr eement, it w would not be precluded. 
Senator Enexr. Let’s strike the words ‘ ‘or transferred” and leave 
the rest of the sentence the same. Then the sentence would read: 
The Secretary of Defense is directed to expend such funds as may be col- 
lected in accordance with the cooperative plans agreed to pursuant to this Act, 


such expenditures to be made in furtherance of the purposes of this Act and for 
no other purpose. 


By taking out the words “or transferred” you. make it plain that 


we are not approving in advance or presupposing the transfer of 
funds. However, if under the cooperation plan such transfer is agreed 
to by the State and the local people, it would not be precluded. | 
think, though, in the report accompany ing the bill we ought to point 
out that in striking the words “or transferred” we did it for the pur- 
pose of making it plain that we weren’t undertaking to direct transfers 
and that in the main it is the intent of the Congress that these funds 
collected on a local base should be used for the benefit of local game 
propagation and not otherwise except with the consent of the State 
and local authorities. 

Would that be agreeable to you, Senator Bartlett? 

Senator Barrierr. Yes; I think that should do it. 

Senator Eneie. Do you think that should do it, Mr. Dix? 

Mr. Drx. I think that is within the intent of the Department of 
Defense position ; yes, sir. 

Senator Ener. If we can do that, and then make clear in the report 
what we mean by it so that we are not subject to any misinterpre- 
tation down there, it really gives the Defense Department a little lee- 
way. I think we ought to make it plain that we don’t want them 

taking funds out of Eglin, Fla., and shifting them to the George Air 
Force Base in California, however desirable that might be. 

Without objection, the words “or transferred” at page 3, line 1, 
are stricken, and the committee report will contain language explain- 
ing the purpose of striking those words along the lines that the Chair 
has suggested. 

Are there any further amendments or any further comments? 

Senator Bartierr. One question of Mr. Dix. 

Do you have an opinion on the suggestion made by Mr. Abbott that 
another section ought to be added to the bill to include these lands 
used cooperatively ? 

Mr. Dix. I am not prepared to express the opinion of the Defense 
Department on that, Senator Bartlett, at this time. I will be glad 
aa submit a supplemental statement as to that point if you would 
ike, sir. 

Senator Barttetrt. I think that would be valuable. 

Senator Eneaie. We will be glad to have your comments on that, 
Mr. Dix. I have the feeling that that is a rather broad subject. 
Some of us take very heavy exception to the Defense Department 
going around the provisions of Public Law 85-337 by the use of these 
permits. We think that they are not following the intent of the law 
at all. We had that up on the floor of the Senate the other day. 
Senator Bartlett made quite a speech on it. So did Senator Green. 
We complained bitterly about it. We wrote the chairman of the 
House committee, as well as to the chairman of the Senate commit- 
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tee, and complained that the Defense Department was deliberately— 
and we felt perhaps with the connivance of the Interior Department, 
although I could hardly believe that, inasmuch as Mr. Abbott was 
counsel for our committee when we wrote this bill—permitting them 
to take out these so-called permits and thereby obviating the require- 
ment that they come to Congress and get the consent of Congress when 
they set aside more than 5,000 acres. It didn’t relate to the matter 
of fish and game. It related to the question of whether or not the De- 
fense Department was required to come to Congress to get the con- 
sent of Congress whenever the Defense Department staked out more 
than 5,000 acres for military use of public lands or in the public 
domain. 

We found out that they were characterizing these withdrawals un- 
der some other name, although they had the same characteristics as 
far as we could see as straight-out military reservations. 

Since this problem I think is more basic than the proposition men- 
tioned by Mr. Abbott, namely that the same rule might apply to 
temporary permits, it might be too big to tie on to this little bill. 

Senator Barrierr. I don’t think Mr. Abbott had reference to a 
situation of that kind. 1 think he spoke of lands already reserved by 
another department of Government. Is that right ¢ 

Mr. Assorr. I did indeed, Senator Bartlett, direct my comments 
particularly to such areas as forest reservations established for the 
principal purpose of preserving forestry and associated resources, 
and permitted to the military and in some instances in very substan- 
tial acreages, for areas that by reason of the sometime activity within 
those areas, maneuvers, gunnery or what-have-you, they are closed to 
general public access. They are in some instances areas which, in con- 
nection with their basic reason for being in reserve status, have quite 
valuable fish and wildlife resources. I concede with the chairman 
that it is of a breadth that a most desirable bill which has had a good 
deal of consideration might be somewhat dragged down by the neces- 
sity of marshaling the statistics, the areas involved, and how you 
would handle them. It creates problems. 

Senator Barrierr. In view of what the chairman has said and the 
Solicitor, let’s skip this for the time being. 

Mr. Dix. Thank you. 

May I say in passing, to make it a little more clear to the chair- 
man how we function in the Defense Department on this implement- 
ing of the Engle law, section 4 of the law which pertains to the con- 
servation aspects of the problem is within the cognizance of my par- 
ticular office. The withdrawal of public land features of Public Law 
85-337 are in another policy area of the Secretary’s Office, and it is 
beyond my competency to speak on that so I should defer on that 
matter. 

Senator Barrierr. You are glad to defer, aren’t you. 

Senator Eneie. Let me add a further statement to clarify the 
record. 

When the answers came back from Congressman Aspinall and from 
Senator Murray, the chairmen of the respective committees, they said 
that these permits were what were supposed to be for temporary or 
marginal use and not a full use, and that there were instances where 
they thought that a permit for just a temporary use or a partial use 
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was justified without coming within the framework of this act, Public 
Law 85-337, requiring the consent of Congress. I would agree that 
that is true. But where the use of the land under what would be 
called a permit has for all practical purposes the same characteristics 
as the use of land where there has been a straight-out reservation, that 
is, it precludes all other use, and it has no terminal facilities, those 
are the two things that characterize that use as a use which comes or 
should come within the meaning of this law. 

If it does, and if permits are being misused in that manner, we will 
have to do something about it. But I wouldn’t want to weigh down 
my friend Bob Sikes’ good bill. It would be a small burro to carry 
such a big controversy, and probably wouldn’t be able to sustain a 
vote. 

In any case, as there are no further comments—— 

Senator Bartierr. One comment. I want Mr. Dix to know that 
the tract of land to which the chairman referred in Alaska, is some- 
what in excess of 5,000 acres. It is somewhat in excess of 600,000 
acres. 

Mr. Aszorr. I have one voluntary observation. The chairman al- 
luded to some possibility, and he indicated he would express increduli- 
ty if this were the case, that one’s attitude might change in moving 
from serving the legislative branch to an executive department. The 
chairman will no doubt recall another occasion when I appeared 
with my Cabinet member, Secretary Seaton, and at the conclusion 
of that testimony the chairman came to me and said: 

Mr. Abbott, do you remember when you advised that you were moving from 
the Congress downtown? 

I said, “Yes, sir.” The Chairman of the House committee at that 
time then said : 

And I reminded you that there is a great river that divides the legislative 
and executive branch? 

I assured the chairman I remembered his reminder. Whereupon he 
said, “Son, you have crossed it.” 

I don’t want alliterative effort to be wasted. I do want to make 
an observation. I think the presence of the people assembled for this 
hearing and subject is indication enough that while we must deal with 
rather challenging international matters in our role, it seems to me 
that it is significant that two departments which have military pri- 
mary mission on the one hand and resource conservation and manage- 
ment on the other can be here for this particular purpose. I think 
the history of the basic law and what is proposed here, if you will for- 
give the alliteration, makes it evident that cooperative management 
and military missions need not be mutually exclusive; that fishing and 
fission can be compatible; that refuges, rookeries, and rocketry can 
live together; that goony birds and gunnery need not be strangers; 
and that duck preservation and training in destruction need not be 
divorced. 

I thank you sir, in the poetry department. 

Senator Enerz. Very good. Thank you very much, Mr. Abbott. 

Senator Barrierr. There is no absolute need for forgiveness, is 
there Mr. Chairman ? 
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Senator Ener. Thank you very much Mr. Abbott, and thank you 
Mr. Dix and your associates for your fine contribution to this hearing. 
The letter from the Comptroller General dated May 13, 1960, to the 
chairman, Mr. Magnuson, will be made a part of the record with 
the others. 

Without objection the bill is favorably reported, as amended, to the 
full committee. 

The subcommittee stands adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 11:15 a.m., the subcommittee adjourned.) 
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